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Abstract
Bullying is reported to be one of the most prevalent forms of violence in schools and has
negative health, financial, and social outcomes. Researchers define bullying as (a) aggressive
behavior that is (b) repeated over time and that involves (c) a real/ perceived imbalance of
power. The literature on bullying is limited due to the absence of functional behavior assessment
procedures and individualized interventions for bullying behaviors. Study 1 developed the
Functional Assessment of Bullying Behaviors in Schools (FABB-S) tool. Following expert
review 21 items were found to have content validity. Following revision, the items were
reviewed by child work groups and were all found to have face validity. Study 2 evaluated the
effectiveness of the FABB-S to lead to reductions in aggression toward peers. Direct observation
and staff daily rating data indicated that one participant’s problem behavior showed initial signs
of decrease following intervention, a second participant’s problem behavior showed increased
stability throughout intervention, and a third participant’s problem behavior showed signs of
decrease at the beginning and ending of the intervention phase. Social validity data indicated that
student and staff participants found the FABB-S and selected interventions to be effective and
acceptable. Discussion includes limitations and area for future research.

vi

Introduction
While schools may have been intended to be a place where students could learn in a safe,
supportive environment (Jordan & Austin, 2012), many students are negatively impacted by
bullying-related behaviors while at school as well as by the negative consequences that follow.
Bullying affects individuals all over the world (Dake, Price, & Telljohann, 2003; Due et al.,
2005) and is reported to be one of the most prevalent forms of violence within schools (Swearer
& Doll, 2001).
An examination of bullying behavior across grade levels found that the rate of bullying
peaks during late childhood and early adolescence (Goldbaum, Craig, Pepler, & Connolly, 2003;
Milsom & Gallo, 2006). That is, bullying increases as students near the end of elementary
school, peaks at the beginning of middle school, and then decreases during high school (Olweus,
1993a; Pepler, Jiang, Craig, & Connolly, 2008). Increases around the end of elementary school
and beginning of middle school may be related to changes in the social structure of peer groups
that students experience during these years. During primary (i.e., elementary) school years
students’ social context is mainly formed of dyadic relationships consisting of power symmetry;
however, during secondary (i.e., middle) school years students’ peer groups change and become
more hierarchical with power differentials distinguishing a student’s position within the
hierarchy (Schafer, Korn, Brodbeck, Wolke, & Schulz, 2005). Students moving from elementary
school to middle school may be required to reestablish their dominance within newly formed
peer groups. Some students are thought to use bullying behavior to establish dominance and
advance in their peer social hierarchy (Pelligrini, 2001). From a behavior analytic perspective,
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dominance and advancement within a peer social hierarchy may subsequently lead to access to a
wider range of positive (items, activities, relationships) and negative (avoidance or escape from
peer aggression) reinforcers. Reports of prevalence rates have been inconsistent across studies,
ranging from 13 to as high as 75 % of students (Swearer, Siebecker, Johnson-Frerichs, & Wang,
2010). Prevalence rates may vary due to how bullying is defined and measured (Hemphill,
Heerde, & Gomo, 2014; Nansel et al., 2001; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). Slattery, George, and
Kern (2019) evaluated current definitions of bullying offered by researchers, federal and state
legislation, school district policy, school staff, students, and parents and found current definitions
are inconsistent and lack clear parameters. This likely contributes to the level of difficulty in
comparing prevalence rates across studies. Despite the variability in prevalence rates, it is
evident that bullying is a concern for students. While, researchers to this point continue to
struggle in agreeing upon a universal conceptualization of bullying (Arora, 1996; Ross &
Horner, 2009; Slattery, et al., 2019) the literature highlights some common components that
should be included in any definition of bullying.
A Definition of Bullying
Many researchers define bullying by three components; (1) aggressive behavior, (2) that
occurs repeatedly over time, (3) towards/against someone who is unable to defend him or herself
due to an imbalance of power (e.g., Cross et al., 2012; Olweus, 1993a; Slee & Mohyla, 2007).
Some researchers also argue than an intent to harm is also an important feature of bullying (e.g.,
Olweus, 1993s; Ross & Horner, 2009). It is important to point out that bullying is not an
observable behavior, rather bullying is a label applied to aggressive behavior that happens
repeatedly and involves an imbalance of power. Therefore, bullying may be conceptualized as a
subset of aggression (Merrell, Isava, Gueldner, & Ross, 2008; Pepler et al., 2008). The
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distinction between bullying and other forms of aggression is important, as research findings
suggest the repetitive nature of attacks against an individual who is less able to defend
themselves (e.g., weaker) make bullying potentially more harmful to experience (Hunter, Boyle,
& Warden, 2007; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). As a result, aggressive behavior that is labeled as
bullying should signal an increased need for intervention and/or a need for more intensive,
individualized supports. These findings suggest that in order to select and implement appropriate
interventions that more effectively prevent or reduce bullying and its associated negative
outcomes the defining features of bullying must be taken into consideration. While this is true, it
is important to note that definitions of bullying includes critical components (i.e., repetition over
time, imbalance of power) that are highly ambiguous and often require subjectivity on the part of
the observer to identify when they are present (Slattery et al., 2019). Those working in the area
of bullying should pay special consideration to these issues and address them at the onset of their
work in order to increase the likelihood that relevant forms of behavior are being captured and
intervened upon. Relatedly, the ability to select appropriate interventions may also rely on
identifying the specific type of bullying-related aggression that is occurring.
Types of Bullying
Bullying can be classified according to four subsets: physical bullying, verbal bullying,
indirect/relational bullying, and cyber-bullying. While all four subsets are defined according to
the same components described above (i.e., aggressive behavior, repetition over time, imbalance
of power), each can be distinguished by the manner in which the aggressive behavior is carried
out. Both physical and verbal bullying behaviors (physical and verbal aggression occurring in
the context of bullying; i.e., repeatedly against someone with less ability to defend themselves)
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include a direct interaction between two or more individuals, often resulting in physical or
psychological harm (Gladden et al., 2014).
Physical bullying involves aggressive behavior such as hitting, kicking, punching,
spitting, tripping, throwing items at, and pushing. Verbal bullying involves aggressive behavior
such as taunting, calling names, threatening physical aggression, offensive hand gestures, and
inappropriate racial or sexual comments. Verbal bullying is one of the most common form of
bullying to occur among students (Nansel et al., 2001). Indirect/relational bullying involves
aggressive behavior such as exclusion from groups or activities, ignoring, blackmailing, and/or
spreading rumors. Indirect/relational bullying can be psychologically harmful (e.g., Cross et al.,
2009; Gladden et al., 2014).
Research on bullying has highlighted trends related to the occurrence of bullying
behaviors and gender. Specifically, research findings suggest males are more likely than females
to engage in physical and/or verbal forms of bullying (e.g., Printsein, Boergers, & Vernberg,
2001). Unlike findings for physical and verbal bullying, gender differences in indirect/relational
bullying have been found to be close to zero with females engaging in slightly higher levels
(Card, Stucky, Sawalani, & Little, 2008).
Lastly, cyber-bullying has largely emerged within the last decade partly due to the
increased accessibility of the Internet (Slonje, Smith, & Frisen, 2013) and other forms of
technology. Cyber-bullying is distinguishable by the use electronic devices (e.g., social
networking sites, chat rooms, websites, mobile phones, web cameras) as the means of carrying
out (verbally, physically, indirectly) aggressive bullying behaviors (Cross et al., 2009). Cyberbullying involves aggressive behaviors such as spreading rumors and posting inappropriate or
harmful comments or images in an electronic space (Bonnano & Hymel, 2013). Despite the
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specific type of bullying, the literature on bullying discusses three groups of individuals that are
involved in most bullying incidents.
Bullies, Victims, and Bystanders
When bullying occurs there are several individuals that are involved, either directly or
indirectly; these individuals are labeled as the bully, victim, and bystanders (Berger, 2007). Bully
is a label assigned to an individual who engages in repeated acts of aggressive or harmful
behavior directed at someone else who is regarded as weaker in some way (e.g., physically,
socially, etc.). The literature identifies two types of students who engage in bullying behaviors.
These types of students are labeled active bullies and passive bullies in the literature (Bernstein
& Watson, 1997). Most students who engage in bullying behaviors are considered active bullies
because they initiate aggression against other students. However, a small group are considered
passive bullies as they usually join in and participate but do not initiate aggression themselves.
Victim is a label assigned to the individual who is repeatedly the target of aggressive or harmful
behavior (Berger, 2007). There are also two categories of students who are the targets of bullying
behaviors. These students are labeled as passive or provocative (Olweus, 1993a). Most students
who are the target of bullying-behavior fall in the category of passive because they rarely behave
or respond aggressively. Rather, they tend to be insecure, do not defend themselves, and are
rejected by peers. On the other hand, a small group of victims fall within the category of
provocative due to patterns of highly aggressive behavior as well as a tendency to provoke the
attack of others (e.g., attempt to fight or answer back when insulted, hot-tempered, offensive).
Some students may be labeled a bully-victim if they engage in bullying behaviors while also
having had previous or ongoing experiences with being the target of bullying behaviors (e.g.,
Solberg & Olweus, 2003). Finally, bystander is a label assigned to anyone who witnesses the
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bullying as it occurs but is not directly involved (Berger, 2007). While each of the three groups
are involved in bullying in some way, extensive research has been conducted specifically
examining risk factors that allow for predictions specifically around who is more likely to engage
in bullying behavior and/or who is more likely to be the target of bullying behaviors.
Risk Factors
There are several risk factors that may help predict later involvement in bullying as either
the bully or victim. These risk factors can be classified by the following categories: (a)
diagnostic conditions, (b) individual traits, (c) characteristics of the school environment, and (d)
characteristics of the home environment.
Individuals engaging in bullying behaviors. The ability to make predictions related to
which students may be more likely to engage in bullying can be beneficial, specifically when
developing preventative interventions. Certain diagnoses have been reported as risk factors for
later engagement in bullying behaviors. Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) has
been described as the most common diagnoses reported among those demonstrating bullying
behavior (Kumpulainen, Rasanen, & Puura, 2001). Kumpulainen et al. found that low selfcontrol, a symptom of ADHD, had a positive relationship with engagement in bullying behavior.
Because ADHD and related symptoms are typically observed during early childhood they are
described as risk factors for engagement in bullying. Additionally, diagnoses of depression
(Swearer, Song, Cary, Eagle, & Mickelson, 2001), oppositional-defiant disorder (ODD;
Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004), conduct disorder (CD; Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004), and
emotional behavioral disorders (Gumpel, 2008) may place an individual at an increased risk for
engagement in bullying. Students diagnoses with high incidence disabilities (e.g., Autism) are at
an increased risk of engaging in bullying behaviors (Rose et al., 2011). Students with high
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incidence behaviors are more likely to engage in behavior that results in the label of bully or
bully-victim, whether that label is applied accurately or inaccurately. Bullying behaviors are
learned. Students diagnosed with high incident disabilities may engage in bullying behaviors in
order to escape or avoid being the target of other student’s inappropriate behaviors such as
bullying behaviors (e.g., bully-victim), which may or may not be related to a lack of social skills
(Rose et al., 2011).
Individual characteristics including patterns of externalizing behavior (e.g., defiance,
aggression, disruption, noncompliance), impairments in social-cognitive functioning, and low
academic achievement have also been reported as high-risk traits for engagement in bullying
(Cook, Williams, Guerra, Kim, & Sadek, 2010). Other high-risk traits include displaying little
empathy for peers, expressing a positive value for violence, and displaying a strong need to
dominate others (Olweus, 1993a). Moreover, certain characteristics of a school environment can
put students at a higher risk for engaging in bullying. That is, students are at risk if they report a
lack of feeling connected to their school, interact with delinquent peer groups, engage in poor
student-teacher relationships, and/or attend schools with inefficient disciplinary systems (Orpinas
& Horne, 2006). Finally, certain characteristics of a youth’s home environment have also been
identified as risk factors related to future engagement in bullying. Specifically, a lack of both
parental competency and parental sensitivity as well as a general lack of parental engagement in
monitoring, support, and supervision can increase a child’s likelihood for engagement in bullying
(Orpinas & Horne, 2006).Youth who come from families with high conflict and whose parents
are cold and authoritarian, use aggressive or inconsistent parenting techniques, and/or who use
physical punishment are also more likely to engage in bullying (e.g., Bernstein & Watson, 1997;
Orpinas & Horne, 2006; Swearer & Doll, 2001). Lastly, youth who are identified as victims at

7

home are subsequently more likely to engage in bullying behaviors towards others at school
(Swearer & Doll, 2001). Certain diagnoses, individual characteristics, and characteristics of the
home environment have also been reported as risk factors for being a victim of bullying.
Individuals targeted by bullying behaviors. Diagnoses of ADHD (Unnever & Cornell,
2003), ODD (Kokkinos & Panayiotou, 2004), and Autism (Cappadocia, Weiss, & Pepler, 2012)
may place students at an increased risk for being targets of bullying behavior. Depression has
also been associated with individuals who are the targets of bullying (Swearer et al., 2001). Slee
(1995) investigated the relationship between victimization and depression and found that
victimization was significantly related to higher levels of depression and unhappiness at school
for both boy and girl participants. However, as of yet there is no clear consensus on the direction
of the relationship between victimization and depression. That is, it appears that a vicious cycle
exists where an individual’s behavior and issues with low self-esteem, depression, anxiety, and
loneliness may make them more vulnerable to bullying, however, the bullying behavior they
experience may also intensify their issues with self-esteem, depression, anxiety, and loneliness
making them increasingly vulnerable to bullying.
Individual characteristics that place students at risk for victimization include lacking a
sense of humor, possessing serious or non-assertive demeanor, appearing helpless, or displaying
internalized or externalized problems (Fox & Boulton, 2005). Furthermore, individuals who are
insecure, who have a history of not defending themselves, and whom their peers generally reject
may later be victimized (Olweus, 1978). Poor motor skills have also been identified as a risk
factor for victims of bullying (Besag, 1989). Similar to individuals who are at risk of engaging in
bullying behaviors, certain characteristics of the individual’s home environment may also play a
role in predicting victimization. Olweus (1993b) reported that young boys who have an
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extremely close relationship with their mothers are at an increased risk of being victimized. For
example, boys who are treated as younger than their age by their mothers and boys with
controlling or restrictive mothers may be at a higher risk of being victims of bullying. In addition
to a mother’s behavior, certain behavior of the father may also play a role in that individual’s
likelihood of being the target of bullying behaviors. Specifically, homes where fathers were
identified as having a history of engaging in a hostile or indifferent manner toward their child
have been identified as a risk factor (Olweus, 1993b).
By taking these risk factors into account, researchers and practitioners can target at-risk
students in an attempt to prevent bullying for students engaging in bullying behavior or those
targeted by bullying behavior. Unfortunately, despite the emphasis on prevention and reduction
of bullying within most schools, bullying continues to occur. This is alarming due to the fact that
students involved in either role are at risk for a variety of negative health, financial, and social
outcomes (Wolke, Copeland, Angold, & Costello, 2013).
Negative Outcomes
Individuals engaging in bullying behaviors. Research has demonstrated a positive
relationship between bullying and both substance abuse (Swearer et al., 2001) as well as more
serious forms of violence and delinquent behavior (Baldry & Farrington, 2000). Specifically,
Baldry and Farrington demonstrated a relationship between bullying and self-reported acts
including stealing, property damage, fighting, and carrying a weapon. Engagement in bullying
has also been associated with later involvement in criminality (Olweus, 2011; Swearer et al.,
2001). Similar to bullies, victims of bullying also experience poor outcomes.
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Individuals targeted by bullying behaviors. Those targeted by bullying frequently
report a dislike and an avoidance of school (Totura, Grenm, Karver, & Gesten, 2009), which can
result in poor educational accomplishments (Brown & Taylor, 2008). Nakamoto and Schwartz
(2010) conducted a meta-analytic review of 33 studies that examined the relationship between
peer victimization and academic achievement and found that as bullying increased academic
achievement decreased. Victims may also experience more difficulties relating to income
throughout adulthood, which may result in states of poverty (Brown & Taylor, 2008).
Additionally, associations have been drawn between being bullied and later development of
issues related to poor physical health such as increased colds and headaches (Knack, JensenCampbell, & Baum, 2011); as well as development of bedwetting, abdominal pain, and a poor
appetite (Nishina, Juvonen, & Witkow, 2005). Victims are also more likely to bring weapons to
school (Carney & Merrell, 2001). Indeed, victims of bullying have been linked to a number of
school shootings. In 2002, the U.S. Secret Service analyzed school shootings and reported that
71% of school shooters reported being victims of bullying prior to the event (Vossekuil, Fein,
Reddy, Borum, & Modzeleski, 2002). Moreover, between 1995 and 2001 individuals involved
in 12 of 15 incidents of lethal school violence reportedly had an extensive history of being
bullied (Leary, Kowalski, Smith, & Phillips, 2003). However, in general victims of bullying
engage in average or below-average patterns of criminal behavior as adults (Olweus, 1997).
Rather, victims more frequently internalize their abuse (Carney, 2000). Relatedly, victims of
bullying experience higher levels of suicidal thoughts (Klomek, Morrocco, Kleinman, Schonfeld,
& Gould, 2007; Roland, 2002), suicidal attempts (Klomek et al., 2007; Mills, Guerin, Lynch,
Daly, & Fitzpatrick, 2004), and suicidal completions (Hinduja & Patchin, 2014) as compared to
non-victims.
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Despite the dissemination of information related to the negative outcomes of bullying and
an increasing prevalence of media coverage on serious bullying-related violence much of society
still ignores, overlooks, or even views bullying as a normal part of adolescence (Elias & Zins,
2003). This is likely a result of misuse and overuse of the word bullying, which stems from
inconsistent and unclear definitions of bullying (Slattery et al., 2019). Involvement in bullying
can be an obstacle to healthy educational, social, and emotional adjustment and outcomes,
therefore it is vital that research in this area continue in order to identify effective anti-bullying
interventions.
Anti-Bullying Efforts
Legislation. With the prevalence of bullying and the range of negative outcomes for both
bullies and victims, efforts aimed at prevention or reduction of bullying have become
increasingly popular. The prevalence of bullying, specifically within the U.S., has led many
states to establish legislation related to bullying particularly for the school context. In 2012,
Sacco and colleagues conducted an analysis of bullying legislation across 48 states and found
that 8 states created or modified crimes to target bully behavior, which further places students on
a trajectory towards entry into what is known as the school to prison pipeline (e.g., Berlowitz,
Frye, & Jette, 2015). Additionally, 14 states were found to have legislation that require
counseling or other supports as a response to bullying, 10 states require comprehensive forms of
education aimed at preventing bullying, 6 states have legislation that requires bullying
prevention programs, 16 states require staff training or professional development on bullying
prevention, and 9 states have legislation requiring schools or school districts to provide training
or prevention programs for parents. In addition to bullying-specific state legislation, bullying has
also been addressed within the court system (Alley & Limber, 2009). Namely, there has been an
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increasing prevalence of families filing a law suit due to the failure of their child’s school to
protect their child from bullying. However, bullying has continued to occur in schools despite
legal efforts suggesting research on strategies to prevent or reduce bullying is needed. Research
on anti-bullying efforts has increasingly emerged and investigators have developed and
evaluated the effectiveness of several interventions for preventing or decreasing bullying,
particularly within the school setting.
Research on anti-bullying interventions. Olweus conducted the first research in the
area of bullying in the 1970s, which included the development and evaluation of an anti-bullying
program consisting of four main elements: (a) increasing awareness and knowledge of bullying,
(b) achieving involvement from parents and teachers, (c) developing clear school-wide rules
against bullying and delivering consequences for following or not following those rules, and (d)
supporting and protecting victims (Olweus, 1997). Olweus’ research not only demonstrated
positive outcomes following implementation of the anti-bullying program, but also was seminal
research that paved the way for future investigations related to the development and evaluation
of interventions aimed at reducing bullying. Since then, research on bullying has included a
range of (a) targeted age groups/settings, (b) dependent variables, (c) modes of data collection,
and (d) approaches to intervention.
Targeted age groups/settings. Research has been conducted within elementary schools
(e.g., Ross & Horner, 2009), middle schools (e.g., Newman, 1999), and high schools (e.g.,
Cowie & Olafsson, 2000). Recent work (i.e., Ross & Horner, 2009; Sugai, Horner, & Algozzine,
2011) has focused on bullying prevention within schools implementing positive behavioral
interventions and supports (PBIS). PBIS is a school-wide, prevention-focused approach to
improving the school environment and decreasing students’ problem behavior that integrates
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four core elements: supporting social competence and academic achievement, supporting
decision making, supporting student behavior, and supporting staff behavior (Sugai & Horner,
2008).
Overall, research on bullying has targeted a range of students from varying grade levels
and school contexts. Similar to the range of students that have been targeted within research on
bullying, researchers have also measured a variety of dependent variables.
Dependent variables. In an attempt to assess the effectiveness of anti-bullying
interventions researchers have measured numerous dependent variables such as bullying (e.g.,
Mueller & Parisi, 2002; Olweus, 1997), cyber-bullying (Williford et al., 2013), and aggression
(e.g., Leadbeter, Hoglund, & Woods, 2003; Orpinas, Horn, & Staniszeski, 2003; Ross & Horner,
2009). Bullying interventions have also been evaluated by measuring other variables, such as
discipline referrals, as a representation of bullying taking place within a school (Newman, 1999).
Additionally, some researchers have examined certain characteristics or risk factors that have
been associated with bullying. Individual characteristics associated with students engaging in
bullying behavior that have been measured include emotional and behavioral problems
(Leadbeter et al., 2003) and argumentative social behavior (Frey et al., 2005). Variables
associated with students being targeted by bullying that have been measured have included
number of best friends, self-esteem, social acceptance, and social skills (Fox & Boulton, 2003).
Tsiantis et al. (2013) also took into account the impact a bullying intervention could have on
school likeness and school avoidance. Although many studies have focused on measuring a
dependent variable specifically related to student behavior or perceptions, some studies have
measured adult (e.g., teacher, school staff) behavior. Specifically, teacher and staff adherence to
the intervention (e.g., Newman, 1999; Ross & Horner, 2009), as well as teacher knowledge and
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teaching efficacy (Newman, 1999) have been examined. In an attempt to capture and measure
each of the above listed variables researchers have used various assessment methods.
Modes of data collection. The complex nature of bullying has made it more difficult for
researchers to observe and measure its occurrence. As previously described bullying involves
aggressive behavior, repetition over time, an imbalance of power, and may involve an intent to
harm. Given these somewhat complex components observers may be expected to judge the
aggressive student’s intent, the presence of an imbalance of power, and the number of times the
behavior has occurred in the past. Researchers have employed various methods of data collection
in an attempt to capture the occurrence of bullying.
The mode in which bullying-related data has been collected falls into two general
categories: indirect and direct assessment. Indirect assessment, particularly anonymous selfreport, has been the most widely used method of data collection in research on bullying (e.g.,
Olweus, 1997; Orpinas et al., 2003). However, there are some drawbacks to relying on data
collected via self-report. Some students may not admit or be aware that their behavior is
considered bullying (De Castro, Veerman, Koops, Bosch, & Monshouwer, 2002). This could in
part be due to differences on how students define bullying (Slattery et al., 2019). Relatedly,
students who are targeted may also misperceive or misreport incidents of bullying. Similar to
students, adults have also been asked to recount their recollections of bullying incidents.
However, adults may miss out on many of the incidents that occur between students and as a
result give an inaccurate account of the amount of bullying that is truly occurring (Berger, 2007).
This often happens as a result of many bullying incidents occurring outside of the classroom in
areas such as bathrooms, lunchrooms, hallways, or playgrounds. These limitations have led
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researchers to consider other methods of data collection. Specifically, direct assessment has been
proposed as a viable supplement to indirect assessment.
To this point, there has been a paucity of research using direct assessment as a method of
collecting data around bullying. However, the literature offers some evidence to support the use
of direct assessment techniques for bullying behaviors (e.g., Atlas & Pepler 1998; & Pepler,
1998; Craig, Pepler. & Atlas, 2000; Tapper & Boulton, 2005). Some researchers have used
wireless microphones and cameras (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Tapper & Boulton, 2005) to
capture bullying in natural environments. Observations using technology may allow for data
collectors to look back on incidents of aggression between peers and use record review and/or
staff consultation in order to determine if there is a pattern of repetition and if there is an
imbalance of power present. Such variables can be difficult to directly observe/verify in the
moment. While use of technology may aid in data collection on bullying behaviors, this may not
be feasible for all researchers. Due to the fact that cameras and microphones would likely capture
the behavior of other students or adults, some university internal review boards (IRB) may
require consent and assent from anyone caught on camera or audio recording which would
significantly increase the level of difficulty in getting research on bullying conducted. Despite
concerns related to student reactivity, research findings demonstrate that these assessment
techniques have captured moderate to high rates of bullying (e.g., Atlas & Pepler 1998; &
Pepler, 1998; Craig, Pepler. & Atlas, 2000; Tapper & Boulton, 2005). Similar to indirect
assessments of bullying, direct assessments also have both strengths and weaknesses (Crother &
Levinson, 2004). To start, a direct assessment of bullying can be valuable in that it provides an
unbiased assessment of student behavior and is an objective form of data collection assuming
clear definitions are used and inter-rater agreement is high. Despite evidence supporting the
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effectiveness of direct assessment methods at capturing high rates of bullying, direct assessments
may still measure an inaccurate prevalence of bullying because a portion of bullying incidents
may continue to be unobservable (e.g., indirect/relational bullying, cyber-bullying). The critical
features of bullying (i.e., the need for repetition over time, imbalance of power, etc.) can make it
difficult to directly measure. Bullying is a construct and therefore cannot itself be observed.
Instead, the aggressive behavior that occurs in the context of bullying is the measurable feature
of bullying. Researchers have used systematic direct observation to collect data on student
aggression (Ross & Horner, 2009), however, the extent to which the other critical features of
bullying (i.e., repetition over time, imbalance of power) are taken into account is unclear. Given
there are limitations and strengths to both modes of data collection (i.e., indirect and direct
assessment) researchers may consider combining indirect and direct forms of assessment in order
to assess the prevalence of bullying as well as in order to evaluate the effectiveness of antibullying interventions.
Interventions. Researchers have generally taken one of three approaches to bullying
intervention: a school staff-focused approach, a student-focused approach, or a school-wide
approach
School staff-focused approach. Some researchers have investigated interventions that
target the behavior of school staff in an attempt to indirectly address students' bullying.
Specifically, researchers have aimed to decrease bullying by training school staff to be more
aware of the problem and more effective at addressing bullying incidents (Newman-Carlson &
Horne, 2004) and have found this approach to produce some positive outcomes including
decreases in discipline referrals for bullying; as well as increases in perceived knowledge of
bullying, increases in use of effective skills, and increases in teaching efficacy. However, due to
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the paucity of research and evidence for this approach these findings should be interpreted with
caution. Furthermore, while a school-staff focused approach to bullying intervention has led to
some promising outcomes interventions incorporating more student involvement (i.e., studentfocused interventions, school-wide interventions) may be better suited for bullying due to the
fact that bullying involves either direct or indirect interactions between two or more students
while teachers or staff are either not present or present but not involved.
Student-focused approach. In contrast to implementing an intervention targeting school
staff some researchers have evaluated the effectiveness of interventions that target specific
groups of students within the school, including bystanders/peers and victims. Many studies that
have evaluated student-focused approaches to bullying intervention have targeted and trained
bystanders/peers as supports. Specifically, students have been trained to look out for victimized
peers and intervene on/mediate incidents of bullying (Olafsson, 2000). Additionally, researchers
have incorporated the use of technology (i.e., virtual games) to teach bystanders empathy and
self-efficacy skills (Williford et al., 2013). On the other hand, researchers have also examined
the effectiveness of interventions specifically targeting victims. For example, Fox and Boulton
(2003) taught victims a variety of skills including problem solving, relaxation, and positive
thinking. Research findings suggest student-focused interventions can lead to some positive
outcomes such as lower levels of reported cyber-bullying and cyber-victimization (Williford et
al., 2013); as well as positive effects on variables correlated with victims of bullying including
increases in self-esteem, number of best friends, and decreases in feelings of anxiety and
depression (Fox & Boulton, 2003). However, research findings have also demonstrated that
student-focused approaches to intervention may lead to increases in bullying (Cowie & Olafsson,
2005). While several researchers have focused their intervention on either the staff or students
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within a school, many researchers in the area of bullying have developed and/or investigated
school-wide approaches to bullying prevention or reduction that target all individuals within the
school.
School-wide approach. Much of the intervention-based research around bullying has
adopted a school-wide approach to bullying intervention in which the focus is on targeting both
school staff and students. Typically, this approach to bullying has included three main
components: teacher/staff training (e.g., Tsiantis et al., 2013; Frey et al., 2005), classroom-based
student lessons (e.g., Mueller & Parisi, 2002; Ross & Horner, 2009), and parental involvement
(e.g., Mueller & Parisi, 2002; Tsiantis et al., 2013) Some research additionally has aimed to
teach students more appropriate responses to bullying (e.g., Mueller & Parisi, 2002) and to
disrespectful behavior (Ross & Horner, 2009). To illustrate, Ross and Horner (2009) not only
aimed to increase staff and student awareness of bullying they also aimed to teach all students
specific skills to use during incidents of disrespectful behavior. They designed their intervention,
Bully Prevention in Positive Behavior Supports (BP-PBIS), to fit within the framework of PBIS.
All students are taught (a) the distinction between respectful and disrespectful behavior, (b) to
say “stop” and use a stop gesture (e.g., hand held up) when someone was disrespectful to them or
to someone else, (c) to walk away if disrespectful behavior did not stop following “stop” and the
stop gesture, (d) to tell an adult if disrespectful behavior did not stop following walking away,
and (e) to take a deep breath and continue with their day if they were asked to stop. Other core
aspects of the intervention included programming for generalization to environments where
bullying commonly occurs (e.g., playgrounds, hallways, cafeterias); as well as training all school
staff to reward instances of student engagement in the stop routine (i.e., “stop” and stop gesture),
practice the trained skills with students daily, and to review and resolve student reports of peer
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aggression. Following the implementation of BP-PBIS there was an observed decrease in
aggression (i.e., physical and verbal), an increase in both victim and bystander appropriate
responses (i.e., use of the stop routine, walking away, or ignoring aggression), and a decrease in
both victim and bystander negative (i.e., complaining, fighting back, whining) and positive (i.e.,
laughing, cheering) responses to bullying. In addition to the results produced by Ross and
Horner, results obtained following other school-wide interventions have generally been positive;
including decreases in bullying and/or relational aggression (e.g., Leadbeter et al., 2003; Mueller
& Parisi, 2002), as well as positive changes in attitudes about school (Tsiantis et al., 2013).
Research findings have also demonstrated other positive outcomes following school-wide
interventions, including reports that students felt more competent in dealing with bullying
(Stevens, Bourdeaudhuij, & Oost, 2000) and that both victims and bystanders were less likely to
be accepting of bullying and more likely to use the skills they were taught when faced with
bullying (Frey et al., 2005). In summary, intervention-based research on bullying thus far has
produced some promising results. However, more research is needed in order to address
limitations in the current literature.
Limitations. One major limitation in the current literature that warrants discussion is the
general lack of research around individualized, function-based interventions for students
engaging in bullying behaviors. Relatedly, there is a paucity of research applying functional
behavior assessment procedures to assessing the function(s) of individual students’ bullying
behavior. In order to effectively address bullying at the individual student level one critical
question must be answered, that is, why do bullying behaviors occur? Similarly, what reinforces
bullying behaviors and maintains their occurrence over time? Applied behavior analysis involves
the determination of functional relationships between socially relevant behavior and its
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controlling variable(s); information which can lead to the development of effective interventions
(e.g., Baer, Wolfe, & Risley, 1968; Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). Consequently,
determining the functional relationship between bullying behavior and its controlling variable(s)
should be a vital part of research on bullying. Researchers have drawn some conclusions related
to the function of bullying; however, these conclusions have been heavily based on one or more
of the following sources: (a) underlying theories, (b) direct observations demonstrating peer
presence and/or involvement during bullying-related incidents, and (c) measures of treatment
utility. Ecological systems theory (e.g., Espelage, 2014), social cognitive theory (e.g., Swearer,
Wang, Berry, & Myers, 2014), and dominance theory (e.g., Pellegrini & Long, 2002) have been
put forth as frameworks for understanding bullying. As it relates to the function of bullying,
ecological systems theory suggests bullying results in feelings of power and peer attention.
Similarly, social cognitive theory and dominance theory argue bullying is rewarded through
increased dominance or social status and consequential access to resources (e.g., tangible
rewards, opposite sex). In addition to theoretical assumptions, researchers have also drawn
conclusions related to the function of bullying based on direct observations. That is, peer
attention has been identified as a likely maintaining variable due to direct observations which
have shown peers are present during a majority of bullying incidents (e.g., Atlas and Pepler,
1998). Finally, measures of treatment utility (i.e., bullying or aggression decrease following
implementation of interventions targeting peer attention) have supported a peer attention
function (e.g., Ross & Horner, 2009). While interventions targeting peer attention have led to
reductions in peer aggression, these interventions have not fully eliminated peer aggression. One
explanation for this finding is that students’ bullying behaviors may be maintained by other or
additional variables. Assumptions and conclusions related to the function of bullying presented
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in the literature have not been reached through the use of standard methods of assessing the
function of an individual's behavior (i.e., functional behavior assessment, functional analysis).
Functional behavior assessment procedures have been repeatedly demonstrated to be valid,
reliable, and of great value when applied to a variety of contexts (Repp & Horner, 1999)
including general education settings (Iovannone et al., 2009). Moreover, functional behavior
assessment procedures have been applied to a variety of overt behavior (e.g., Giddings &
Miltenberger, 2010; Stricker, Miltenberger, Anderson, Tulloch, & Deaver, 2002; Watson &
Sterling, 1998) as well as more complex, discrete or covert forms of behavior (i.e., runaway
behavior of youth in foster care; Clarke et al., 2008).
To these points, it appears the literature is limited due to the overall absence of functional
behavior assessment technologies within bullying research and may therefore benefit from
applying such procedures to bullying. Use of functional behavior assessment procedures with
bullying would allow for a strong hypothesis pertaining to the consequences that maintain
individual students’ bullying as well as identification of antecedent conditions that may help
predict when bullying is more likely to occur and when it is less likely to occur; information
which once reliably collected could lead to the development of more effective individualized
interventions (Baer et al., 1968; Cooper et al., 2007). This approach could be of great benefit,
particularly for students whose bullying behavior continues to occur despite other school-wide or
group-based interventions. Additionally, research findings suggest there is a small number of
students engaging in the majority of bullying-related incidents within a school (Ryoo, Wang, &
Swearer, 2015). To this point, researchers argue that individualized interventions may be more
appropriate in order address these students’ behavioral deficits and difficulties. Due to the
complex and sensitive nature of bullying, currently validated functional behavior assessment
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tools may not be appropriate for assessing the function of bullying. Therefore, a functional
behavior assessment tool specifically for bullying should be developed. Additionally, given that
bullying may be covert or that adults may either not be present or may be present but not
involved information related to the function of bullying may be best gathered directly from the
student identified as a bully.
Tool Development
Onweugbuzie, Bustamante, and Nelson (2010) suggested the use of mixed-method
research techniques, which employ both qualitative and quantitative approaches, for instrument
development. Furthermore, MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Podsakoff (2011) outlined a framework
for developing valid measures including but not limited to steps such as developing a conceptual
definition of the construct, generating items to represent the construct, assessing the content
validity of the items, specifying the measurement model, and evaluating and refining the scale.
Assessing the validity of a tool during development can provide invaluable information.
Specifically, measures of content validity have been widely used in order to ensure a tool
measures what it is intended to measure (Rubio, Berg-Weger, Tebb, Lee, & Rauch, 2003). A
panel of experts has been recommended as a means of gathering constructive feedback about the
quality and validity of a newly developed measure. Specifically, experts can rate the
representativeness, relevance, and clarity of the tool and its individual items. Inter-rater
agreement (IRA) is one analysis that can be performed in order to determine the extent to which
experts’ ratings of representativeness and clarity are reliable (Rubio et al., 2003). Content
validity index (CVI) has also been recommended and used as an estimate of the content validity
of an instrument, specifically related to expert ratings on the relevance of the tool and its items
(e.g., Rubio et al., 2003; Wynd, Schmidt, & Schaefer, 2003). CVI relies on proportion agreement
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as an index of inter-rater agreement about content validity. It is a very attractive measure of
content validity for many reasons including its ease of computation, understandability, ease of
communication of calculations, as well as analysis of both item and scale information. However,
CVI is limited by its failure to adjust for chance agreement (Polit, Beck, & Owen, 2007). As a
result of this limitation, multi-rater kappa coefficient of agreement has been proposed as an
alternative index of inter-rater agreement about content validity (Wynd et al., 2003). Polit and
colleagues (2007) addressed the limitation of CVI by translating item-level CVI (I-CVI) scores
into values of a modified kappa statistic. Based on their results, Polit et al. concluded that
individual items with an I-CVI score of .78 or higher could be considered evidence of good
content validity. Furthermore, developers also may compute scale-level content validity (S-CVI)
by computing an average I-CVI across items (Rubio et al., 2003). Tool developers have also
used a S-CVI score of .80 as evidence of good content validity (Rubio et al., 2003).
In addition to content validity, data on the face validity of an instrument and its items is
identified as an important piece of information that should be gathered during tool development.
While there is no reported statistical test or accepted standard for face validity these data are
typically interpreted qualitatively. Data on the face validity of a tool and its items can provide an
insight into how potential consumers of the tool might interpret and respond to items (Devon et
al., 2007).
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Study 1 Purpose
This study addressed the limitations in the current literature on bullying by developing a
functional behavior assessment interview to be used with students demonstrating bullying-related
aggression towards students in the school setting. Study 1 consisted of the development of a
functional behavior assessment tool, the Functional Behavior Assessment for Bullying-Behavior
in Schools (FABB-S), to be conducted with a student who has a history of engaging in bullyingrelated aggression toward peers in the school setting. Study 1 had two main research questions:
1. To what extent would content experts find the FABB-S to have content validity?
2. To what extent would consumers (i.e., children) find the FABB-S to have face
validity?
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Methods
Participants
Seven content experts participated in this study. Of the seven who participated four were
classified as having expertise in the area of functional behavior assessment and three as having
expertise in the area of bullying. The reviewers primarily identified as male (n = 6) and White (n
= 6) with one identified as Asian. All seven had doctoral degrees. Individuals were considered
content experts and eligible for participation if they met the following inclusion criteria: (a) had
at least three years of experience working in either the area of functional behavior assessment
and/or bullying assessment/intervention (e.g., publications in the area of functional behavior
assessment or bullying assessment/intervention stemmed over the course of three years’ time)
and (b) had at least three peer-reviewed publications, in which they were the lead author, related
to functional behavior assessment or bullying assessment/intervention. Content experts were
recruited for participation by emailing a letter that described the inclusion criteria, the purpose of
the proposed study, the study activities and expectations, as well as provided the researcher’s
contact information. Of the nine who were electronically sent a recruitment packet, seven
expressed that they would like to participate, one declined the request to participate, and one
failed to respond. Potential participants (i.e., potential expert reviewers) were mailed a
recruitment packet; which included two informed consent documents (one for them to keep for
their records) and a brief demographic questionnaire (see Appendix A). Individuals were then
given up to 48 hours to decide if they would like to participate. If they agreed and were willing to
participate, experts were asked to return the signed consent form and completed demographic
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questionnaire to the researcher by mail (length of time varied slightly due to locations spanning
across the country).
Nine children participated in this study as members of a workgroup. Of the nine child
participants seven were female and two were male; five identified as White and four as Hispanic
or Latino; and four were in the 4th grade, three in the 5th grade, and two in the 6th grade.
Additionally, one child was identified as having an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) and one
as being placed in a Gifted program. Children were eligible for participation if they (a) were 9-11
years old, (b) reported being a bystander to bullying behavior in their school, and (c) received
reading instruction from the general education curriculum at or near their current grade level
(i.e., within one grade level above or below). Two children were recruited by posting recruitment
flyers around a university college campus and disseminating an electronic recruitment flyer via
Facebook. Additionally, 7 other participants were recruited via word of mouth. That is, the
parents of both potential participants (recruited via recruitment flyers) discussed the study with
other parents they knew. Subsequently, interested parents reached out to the researchers in order
to express interest in having their child participate. Parents whose child met the inclusion criteria
were provided with an informed consent form and a student demographic questionnaire (see
Appendix B). Parents were given up to 48 hrs to decide whether they wished for their child to
participate. Families providing consent were also asked to return the child demographic
questionnaire. Child participants were separated into two groups (i.e., work groups) with five
children in one group and four in a second group. Groups were selected based on participant
familiarity with each other and geographic location.
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Setting
All activities required from expert reviewers occurred electronically and therefore took
place at a location of their convenience (e.g., their home, office, etc.). Location of child work
groups was selected based on the preference and convenience of child participants’ parents. One
participant from each group was selected to host their work group. Both groups occurred in
homes located in Central-Florida.
Measures
The primary measures in this study were content validity and face validity. Procedural
fidelity and inter-observer agreement were also assessed.
Content validity. The content validity of the FABB-S was assessed quantitatively.
Measures of content validity were used to ensure appropriate sampling of the content domains
(e.g., antecedents, behavior, functions) addressed in the FABB-S. Specifically, the items’
relevance and clarity, and the tool’s (i.e., entire set of items) comprehensiveness were assessed.
Content validity was measured by calculating a content validity index (CVI) for ratings of
relevance and inter-rater agreement (IRA) for ratings of clarity and comprehensiveness.
CVI. CVI was calculated at both the individual item level (I-CVI) as well as the whole
scale level (S-CVI). First, expert reviewers were asked to rate each individual item’s relevance
using an ordinal 4-point Likert-type scale. Response options included 1 (not relevant), 2
(somewhat relevant but needs revision), 3 (relevant but needs minor revision), and 4 (very
relevant). In order to determine I-CVI the ordinal 4-point response scale was collapsed into two
dichotomous categories of responses. Responses 1 and 2 were combined into one category (i.e.,
content invalid) and responses 3 and 4 were combined into a second category (i.e., content
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valid). I-CVI scores were calculated by dividing the number of experts giving a rating of 3 or 4
by the total number of expert reviewers.
In order to determine content validity in the current study a cut-off I-CVI score of .78 or
higher was set based on recommendations from Polit et al. (2007). Items receiving .78 I-CVI
were retained, while items receiving CVI below .78 were discarded. After I-CVI was calculated
for each individual item, S-CVI was determined by calculating the average I-CVI across all
items. A S-CVI score of .80 was used to determine whole scale content validity in the current
study as used in Rubio et al. (2003).
IRA. IRA was calculated for experts’ ratings of clarity and comprehensiveness. Items
were rated on their clarity utilizing a similar ordinal 4-point scale as used to rate individual item
relevance, with responses ranging from 1 (not clear) to 4 (very clear). In order to calculate IRA
for ratings of item clarity the ordinal 4-point response scale was collapsed into two dichotomous
categories of responses. Responses 1 and 2 were combined into one category (i.e., content
invalid) and responses 3 and 4 were combined into a second category (i.e., content valid). IRA
for each individual item (I-IRA) was calculating by dividing the number of agreements by the
total number of reviewers.
Additionally, IRA for the whole scale (S-IRA) was calculated by dividing the number of
items with an IRA score of at least .80 and dividing that number by the total number of items, as
recommended by Rubio et al. (2003). Finally, experts were asked to identify the extent to which
they agreed that the entire set of items was comprehensive and collectively representative of the
entire construct of bullying on a 4-pt scale, responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4
(strongly agree). IRA was calculated for experts' ratings of the tool's comprehensiveness by
dividing the number of agreements (ratings of 3 or 4) by the total number of reviewers.

28

Face validity. Face validity of items within the FABB-S was evaluated to determine the
extent to which the items within the FABB-S were clear and understandable to children within
the targeted age range (9-11 years old). There is no reported statistical test or accepted standard
for face validity within the current literature; therefore, information gathered from consumers
was qualitatively analyzed to determine the degree to which they found the items to be clear and
understandable. Face validity of items was assessed by conducting work groups with children.
Work groups were transcribed using naturalized transcription (Oliver, Serovich, & Mason,
2005), where speech was depicted verbatim, using as much detail as possible. Accents, grammar,
drawn out syllables, and slang were included as this has been reported to decrease the chance of
misrepresentating speech (Oliver et al., 2005). Involuntary sounds (e.g., laughing, animal
noises), response tokens (e.g., “Hm”, “ok”, “uh”), and inaudible speech were also listed within
the transcripts. The researcher listened to the recorded audio files, pausing and rewinding as
needed, until the entire work group file was transcribed. Transcription included labeling
comments or questions by the interviewer with I along the left margin of the page and labeling
any comments or responses from participants with P along the left margin. Response or
comments from different participants were separated by a return and than a new P label.
Instances where there were extended pauses, participants’ talking over one another, unclear
speech were included within transcriptions. Finally, any non-vocal responses recorded with hand
written notes during work groups were included within transcripts. Once the entire audio file
was transcribed, the researcher listened to the audio file an additional time while reading through
the transcripts marking and correcting any mistakes and/or adding any missing content.
Data collectors subsequently reviewed transcripts from the work groups in order to
qualitatively analyze child responses to questions related to question clarity and
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understandability. Child responses to questions related to question clarity and understandability
were recorded as “yes” indicating participants reported the item as clear and understandable or
“no” indicating participants reported the item to not be clear or understandable. The interviewer
asked participants about item clarity and understandability in one of two ways (“Was there
anything confusing or unclear about that question?”, “Was that question clear and
understandable”). Data collectors were informed to read the interviewer’s question related to
item clarity and understandability, read the subsequent responses from participants, and identify
whether or not those responses indicated clarity and understandability. For example, if the
researcher asked “Was that question clear and understandable” data collectors would record child
responses as “yes” indicating clarity and understandability if participants responded “yes”,
“yea”, “clear”, “understandable”, etc.; as well as if participants engaged in non-vocal responses
indicating “yes” (i.e., nodding head up and down). If the researcher asked “Was there anything
unclear or confusing about that question?” data collectors would record child responses as “yes”
indicating clarity and understandability if participants responded “No”, “nope”, etc.; as well as if
participants engaged in non-vocal responses indicating “no” (i.e., shaking head side to side).
Procedural fidelity. In order to interpret the results of the current study with confidence,
data were collected on the researcher’s fidelity of facilitating the work groups. This was
measured by developing a task analysis (see Appendix C) of the procedural steps that the
researcher would perform while conducting each work group. Audio files from recorded child
work groups were reviewed and each step in the task analysis that was implemented was checked
off. Procedural fidelity was calculated by dividing the number of steps completed by the total
number of steps then multiplied by 100. Procedural fidelity of work group implementation was
91% on average.
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Inter-observer agreement (IOA). IOA was calculated on the agreement of data
collectors’ categorization of the child work group responses related to face validity. Two data
collectors recorded child responses to questions related to item clarity and understandability as
either clear and understandable or not clear or understandable. The percent to which data
collectors agreed on their recordings was calculated by dividing the number of agreements by the
total number of items, multiplied by 100. IOA for coding of child responses was 100%.
Procedures: Development of the FABB-S
A pool of possible interview questions was initially constructed based on a literature
review and examination of other measures related to bullying and/or functional behavior
assessment. The literature review was conducted based on steps outlined by Fraenkel and Wallen
(2006), which include defining the research problem, looking at relevant secondary sources (e.g.,
research summaries), formulating search terms (e.g., bullying, assessment, reasons, function,
peer aggression), and obtaining and reading primary sources while noting key points. Following
the completion of the literature review, other measures related to bullying (e.g., BullyingBehavior Scale; Austin & Joseph, 1996) and functional behavior assessment (e.g., Studentdirected functional behavior assessment interview; Kern, Dunlap, Clarke, & Childs, 1994) were
reviewed. The examination of such tools was conducted in order to review the organization of
similar tools, to review the measurement indices used, and to take note of the language used
when asking children questions related to function and/or bullying. Information gathered from
the literature review and evaluation of similar tools was used to identify domains of bullying as
related to a functional behavior assessment (e.g., setting events, antecedents, consequences) as
well as to construct an initial pool of items (i.e., questions) to be sent out for expert and
consumer review.
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The FABB-S was developed by completing two main phases. The first phase consisted of
item and tool review by content experts, subsequent elimination or retention of items, as well as
revision of questions based on expert feedback. The second phase consisted of work groups with
children in order to review the clarity and understandability of the questions retained following
analysis of expert reviews.
Phase 1: Content expert review. Once an initial list of items/questions was created,
seven content experts were asked to review the list in order to determine the content validity of
those items. Expert review consisted of two steps. First, the experts were asked to review and
rate each individual item on its relevance and clarity (as described earlier under data collection
for CVI). Experts were then asked to provide written suggestions for revision on any item they
responded to with a 2 or 3. Second, experts were asked to identify the extent to which they
agreed that the set of items was comprehensive and collectively representative of the entire
construct of bullying on a 4-pt scale, responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly
agree).
Each expert reviewer was emailed a packet which included a cover letter, a document
with the list of initial items, and a response form. Response forms were created digitally in an
online platform (Qualtrics) for web-based responses. Expert reviewers were given up to three
weeks to electronically complete their review of the items. All seven experts completed their
review, with one expert requesting and being granted a one-day extension. Next, I-IRA, S-IRA,
I-CVI, and S-CVI were calculated. Items receiving an I-CVI score below .78 were discarded
while items receiving an I-CVI score of .78 or higher were kept and revised as needed based on
expert feedback. Initial calculation of I-CVI showed considerably different ratings contingent on
the reviewer’s area of expertise (i.e., bullying versus functional behavior assessment). Thus, it
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was decided that a second level of analysis would occur in which reviews were grouped
according to the reviewer’s area of expertise (i.e., bullying or functional behavior assessment) in
order to re-calculate I-CVI and S-CVI separately. Items which initially fell just below the I-CVI
cut off score for retention (items receiving an I-CVI score of .71 across all content expert
reviewers) were reviewed in particular. If any of these items received an I-CVI score of 1
(signaling 100% agreement of content validity) from one of the groups following analysis of
reviews by area of expertise, then the item was retained and included in the final set of items.
Following calculation of CVI and IRA, expert written feedback on suggestions for item revision
was reviewed and items were re-written as needed.
Phase 2: Consumer review. Next, the revised list of items was then reviewed by nine
children who were separated into two groups (five children in one group, four children in a
second group). Work groups were used as the primary method of data collection to promote indepth conversation among child participants. The format of the workgroups consisted of openended, facilitated discussions. The main purpose of the work groups was to have children review
the set of items in order to determine their face validity.
The work groups consisted of the researcher using to a semi-structured interview protocol
to facilitate the participants to engage in a discussion about the list of items. Items were reviewed
by the group in order to determine the degree to which the group found each item to be clear and
understandable. To start the work group and promote free conversation, groups were first asked a
broad question related to possible explanations for why students engage in bullying-related
behaviors at school. Next, the researcher read a short scenario involving a student engaging in
bullying-related aggression toward a peer at school. Child participants were then asked to role
play by pretending they were the student who was demonstrating aggressive behaviors to
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respond to the FABB-S items being asked by the researcher. The researcher started the mock
interview by stating the first item (i.e., “Tell me about yourself”) and prompting the work group
participants to respond from the perspective of the student who was demonstrating bullyingrelated behavior in the story. After participants were done providing responses to the question,
the researcher asked the group if the question just asked was clear and understandable or if it was
unclear and confusing. Finally, to finish the work group the participants were asked if they
thought other students would feel comfortable being asked these questions and if not what kinds
of things could be done to help set up an interview to promote a student’s feeling of comfort.
Work groups were conducted by the researcher and were audio recorded to allow for recording
of child responses and for procedural fidelity calculations
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Results
Content Validity
CVI. I-CVI scores ranged from .50 to 1.00. One item had a CVI of .51 (three out of six
reviewers), five items had a CVI of .57 (four out of seven reviewers), one item had a CVI of .67
(four out of six), nine items had a CVI of .71 (five out of seven reviewers), three items had a CVI
of .83 (5 out of six reviewers), twelve items had a CVI of .86 (6 out of seven reviewers), and
three items had a CVI of 1.00 (six out of six or seven out of seven reviewers). This produced a
list of 18 (out of the original 34) items which were found to be content valid. S-CVI calculation
was .77 for the original set of 34 items. Reviewer ratings were grouped by area of expertise (e.g.,
bullying versus functional behavior assessment) due to initial calculation of I-CVI demonstrating
differences contingent on area of expertise. This resulted in one group of 3 expert reviewers (i.e.,
bullying experts) and one group of 4 experts (i.e., functional behavior assessment). As a result, ICVI was calculated across a group of fewer experts. As a result, only items receiving I-CVI of
1.00 from either expert group would be retained in order to ensure adherence to
recommendations in the literature which state that items should have 100% agreement when
using three to five reviewers (Polit & Beck, 2006). Items with a CVI score of .71, which was
just below the original cut off criteria (.78), were re-analyzed across both groups. Following
calculation of I-CVI by area of expertise, three items received I-CVI scores of 1.00. As a result,
these three items were retained producing a final list of 21 (from the original 34) items. S-CVI
for the final set of 21 items was .88.
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IRA. Ratings of the initial list of items produced I-IRA scores ranging from .33 to 1.0. IIRA scores from the refined list of items ranged from .50-1.0. From the refined list of 21 items
one item had IRA of .50, one item had IRA of .57, eight items had IRA of .71, two items had
IRA of .83, five items had an IRA of .86, and four items had an IRA of 1. S-IRA was calculated
for both the initial list of 34 items and the refined list of 21 items and was found to be .74 and .48
respectively. IRA was also calculated for expert ratings on the tool’s comprehensiveness and was
found to be .86.
Following the completion of phase 1, the 21 items that were retained were revised based
on expert written feedback. Written feedback was reviewed by the researcher, while notes were
taken to identify themes related to suggested revisions. These themes were used to inform
revisions. Revisions included re-writing items to remove lead in statements, to rephrase as open
ended, and to focus on most recent events.
Face Validity
Data from child work groups indicated that the child participants reported that 100% of
items (i.e., questions) were clear and understandable, with the exception of one item which was
inadvertently left off of the list of items reviewed. However, the item omitted from work group
review received an I-IRA score of .86 (i.e., experts agreed the item was clear), as well as had
similar syntax to another retained item and as a result was also retained for the final list of items
(i.e., the FABB-S).
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Discussion
The results of study 1 concluded that a majority of the FABB-S items (18 out of 34),
were found to have content validity. Initial analysis of ratings on item relevance suggested that
experts from the area of bullying rated the relevance of items differently than experts from the
area of functional behavior assessment. After re-analyzing ratings on relevance by reviewer area
of expertise three items, which previously fell just below the cut-off score for retention, were
found to be rated content valid by all three bullying experts (I-CVI of 1.00) and therefore were
retained and added to the final list of items to be included in the FABB-S. This falls in line with
recommendations made in the literature suggesting an I-CVI cut-off score of 1.00 when using
three to five reviewers (Polit & Beck, 2006). Specifically, the following three items were added
to the FABB-S based on CVI scores from bullying experts: “Tell me about your friends at
school.”, “When you (insert type of bullying behavior demonstrated) how does this impact your
popularity or how well you are liked at school?”, and “Tell me about your relationship with your
teacher or other adults your school.”. This produced a final set of 21items.
Differences in ratings of relevance of items across expert groups highlighted in this study
had implications for CVI calculations, as well as could have implications for how bullying
behaviors are assessed and subsequently addressed in school settings. Currently, there is no
research on the application of functional behavior assessment technologies to bullyingbehaviors. Rather, the majority of conclusions drawn related to the function of bullying behavior
come from underlying theories (e.g., ecological systems theory, social learning theory, and
dominance theory), direct observations of peer (i.e., bystander) presence during bullying-related
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incidents, and measures of treatment utility. This may lead to critical differences in the content
found to be relevant by those working in the area of bullying versus the content found to be
relevant by those working in the area of functional behavior assessment and may have, in part,
contributed to the scores obtained in this study. Social cognitive theory positions that bullying
behavior occurs as a result of observational learning and reinforcement (Swearer et al., 2014) and
that students who interact with peers engaging in problematic behaviors are more likely to
demonstrate bullying behaviors (Orpinas & Horne, 2006). This potentially speaks to bullying
experts’ agreement related to the relevance of the item, “Tell me about your friends”, as talking
about one’s friends may lead to information related to modeling or support provided by peer
groups (i.e., groups of friends) for aggressive behaviors. When conducting a functional behavior
assessment, it may be important to take into account the student’s learning history. A student’s
friends may model the use of aggression (as well as provide opportunities for vicarious
reinforcement) and may be sources of support for aggression toward peers. This information may
be important to consider when developing individualized interventions for bullying. Literature on
bullying also identifies a lack of feeling connected to one’s school and engagement in poor
student-teacher relationships as risk factors for engaging in bullying behaviors (Orpinas &
Horne, 2006). This potentially speaks to bullying experts’ agreement related to the item, “Tell
me about your relationship with your teacher or other adults at your school”. Similar to asking
about relationships with friends, information related to relationships with teachers or adults at
school may help in identifying any adult modeling of aggressive behaviors taking place, and/or
the current supports/relationships that are in place. This information could be valuable to those
conducting functional behavior assessments as it may shed light on whether or not students
would be comfortable seeking out help from adults at school (i.e., students with limited or poor
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relationships with adults may be less likely to approach those adults for help when needed). This
may inform the replacement skills that are targeted within students’ individualized interventions
and/or help in selecting which adults to include within the student’s intervention. The literature
on bullying also describes bullying behavior as a means for students to gain dominance and
social status (i.e, popularity) among peers (Pellegrini & Long, 2002). This potentially speaks to
bullying experts’ agreement related to the item, “When you (insert type of bullying behavior
demonstrated) how does this impact your popularity or how well you are liked at school”.
Power, social status, and/or popularity are not traditional functions of behavior that behavior
analysts consider when conducting a functional behavior assessment of behavior. However,
having more power, social status, and/or popularity (e.g., more friends, more people know who
they are) may signal the availability of more reinforcers such as access to activities, access to
items, access to peers of the opposite sex (e.g., dating opportunities), avoidance of negative peer
behavior, etc. Therefore, future research in the area of functional behavior assessment of bullying
behavior should not ignore the literature that describes social status, power, or popularity as
reasons for bullying, rather should further analyze how having more status, power, or popularity
may signal and lead to a wider range of reinforcers for students.
Analysis of IRA showed that experts had moderate agreement on the clarity of items. As
for the tool’s overall comprehensiveness, expert ratings signaled high agreement that the initial
set of items was comprehensive of the bullying construct. Although this rating was only provided
for the initial set of 34 items and not for the final 21 items, these data are important in supporting
the researcher’s aim to initially develop a set of items that comprehensively covered the
construct of bullying and to weed out items that were redundant or irrelevant.
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Following the completion of child work groups, it was determined that 20 out of the 21
items reviewed were clear and understandable to children who participated. One item (i.e., “Tell
me how you may feel or act on days when you did not get enough sleep the night before”) was
inadvertently omitted for review by work group participants (as reflected in procedural fidelity).
However, analysis of IRA identified that content experts found the item to be content valid (i.e.,
clear). Additionally, the another item with similar syntax was reviewed and reported to be clear
during child workgroups.
There were a few limitations to this study that are worth noting. First, there was a small
number of experts who participated in this study. This is especially true when considering the
second level of analysis that occurred when ratings were analyzed by area of expertise (resulting
in analysis across fewer experts). While this study adhered to recommendations in the literature
regarding the number of experts needed for certain CVI cut off scores, the number of experts
used in this study fell just above recommended numbers. Therefore, future research should
include a larger pool of experts for analysis of CVI.
Another limitation of this study was related to the children sampled for work groups.
Nine children, who reported being a bystander to bullying behavior in the school setting,
participated in work groups in order to review the face validity of FABB-S items. While this
study initially sought to also recruit students who were at-risk for engaging in bullying behaviors
(i.e., currently demonstrating aggression towards peers, demonstrating two additional risk factors
for bullying), issues with recruitment resulted in groups only being conducted with students who
reported seeing or hearing bullying behaviors take place. The face validity of items refers to the
clarity and understandability of items (i.e., an ability to understand the item as it was asked),
which both children who witness and/or demonstrate bullying behaviors should be able to
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provide feedback on. During one child work group one participant initially reported than an item
was not clear, describing that she would not want to answer the question. Upon a follow up
question it became clear that the participant was referring to her comfort level in responding to a
particular question as opposed to her ability to understand the question as it was asked. It is
possible that students demonstrating bullying behaviors (i.e., the intended consumer of this
FABB-S) may not feel comfortable answering the questions as asked, despite being able to
understand them. Therefore, future research on the refinement of the FABB-S should include
students who engage in bullying behavior, or who are at risk for engaging in bullying behavior,
in the assessment of face validity. Participant’s level of comfort in answering items within the
FABB-S should also be evaluated.
Despite these limitations, the current study found that experts from the area of bullying
and experts from the area of functional behavior assessment found 18 out of 34 items sent out for
review to be relevant to assessing the function of bullying behaviors. Additionally, bullying
experts found an additional three items to be relevant producing a final list of 21 items to be
included in the FABB-S. Further, when the items were reviewed with children aged 9-11 (the
intended consumer) they were reported to be clear and understandable.
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Study 2 Purpose
The purpose of study two was to pilot test the newly developed FABB-S tool with students
identified as having bullying behaviors and evaluate its effectiveness. Study two had three
primary research questions:
1. To what extent would the FABB-S lead to the identification and implementation of
effective individualized interventions?
2. To what extent would participating school staff and students find the FABB-S to be
socially valid?
3. To what extent would participating school staff and students find the individualized,
function-based intervention(s) to be socially valid?
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Methods
Student and school staff participants were recruited by first selecting participating
schools. Recruitment occurred in both public and private school settings. Public schools were
initially selected by contacting the district coordinator in order to identify schools within the
district that reported having a problem with bullying. Specifically, the district coordinator was
asked to identify schools that reported having an issue with bullying. The district coordinator
then contacted the administrators from schools which met inclusion criteria via email or phone to
provide information related to the study and interested schools were subsequently told to contact
the researcher. Private schools were recruited by contacting the school’s principal and owner
directly via in-person or email correspondence. The researcher met with principal and other keys
members (e.g., behavior specialist, vice principal) from each school in order to further discuss
the proposed study and to discuss inclusion criteria for participating school staff and students.
Once schools were selected and officially agreed to participate, the school was provided with
recruitment materials and advised to send those materials home with students in the 4th-8th
grades.
Students with the following criteria were eligible to participate in the current study: (a) in
the 4th-8th grade, (b) had a documented history/pattern of engaging in physical and/or verbal
aggression with peers, (c) received reading instruction at (or within one grade level above or
below) their current grade level, (d) had a history of regularly attending school, (e) demonstrated
at least three risk factors for bullying (based on parent report), and (f) had at least one staff
member who consented to participate in this study on their behalf. In order to identify whether
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students exhibited at least three risk factors for bullying interested parents were asked to
complete a risk factor assessment (Appendix D). Parents who were interested in having their
child participate and whose child met the inclusion criteria were provided with an informed
consent form/parental permission form, after which information from the informed consent form
was reviewed and any questions were answered by the researcher. Parents who provided consent
for their child to participate were subsequently provided with a student demographic
questionnaire (Appendix B), which they were asked to complete on behalf of their child.
Following collection of parental consent, the researcher subsequently met one on one with
potential student participants in order to gain verbal assent. Clarification questions were asked,
following which students were asked to provide a brief response to demonstrate their
comprehension of the information covered during the assent process. Also, students had a chance
to ask the researcher any questions he/she had. Following recruitment of students, administrators
were asked to review the records of each student, including Individualized Educational Plans
(IEPs) to identify whether students had confirmed diagnoses or conditions and whether the
student was a recipient of a McKay scholarship. McKay scholarships allow parents of students
with disabilities (e.g., students with an IEP) the option to take IDEA funds associated with their
child from the public school district and use the funds toward tuitions costs for enrollment of
their child at a private school.
Following recruitment of students, administrators were provided with recruitment letters,
which they were asked to distribute to all staff who had contact with the participating student(s).
Staff were eligible if they worked with and/or supervised a 4th-8th grade student who was
enrolled in the study on a daily basis. The researcher met individually with interested staff in
order to further discuss the study. Interested staff were provided with an informed consent form
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and demographic questionnaire (Appendix A), which were reviewed by the researcher. Any
questions related to the study and/or their involvement were answered by the researcher at this
time.
Student Participants
Three students participated in this study. All student names were changed to pseudonyms.
A fourth student, Joey (pseudonym) was originally enrolled in the study, however, he was disenrolled from the study due to his placement in a residential facility and withdrawing from the
school. A Functional Assessment Interview (FAI) was conducted with his lead teacher but no
other data were collected. Therefore, only demographic data on his teacher and procedural
fidelity data from his teacher interview using the FAI are described. All three students who
participated fully in this study spoke English as their primary language. Jason was an 11-yearold, 5th grade Black male who attended a public school. He was reported to demonstrate both
verbal and physical forms of aggression towards peers (i.e., students). Amy was an 11-year-old,
5th grade White female who attended a private school. She was reported to demonstrate verbal
aggression towards peers (i.e., students). At the time of her participation in this study, Amy was
also receiving comprehensive behavior analytic services through a private company, which
targeted her inappropriate interactions with peers. Parker was an 11-year-old, 6th grade White
female who attended a private school. She was reported to demonstrate both verbal and physical
forms of aggression toward peers. At the time of her participation in this study, Amy was also
receiving comprehensive behavior analytic services through a private company, which targeted
her inappropriate interactions with peers. Parker was diagnosed with General Anxiety Disorder,
Attention Deficit Hyperactive Disorder, Motor Aphonic Tic Disorder, and Social Pragmatic
Communication Disorder. She was a recipient of a McKay scholarship.
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School Staff Participants
Six staff members, two per student (i.e., one lead, one supporting), participated fully in
this study. Staff names were changed to pseudnyms. One additional staff member (i.e., Joey’s
primary teacher) was originally enrolled in this study, however, she was dis-enrolled from the
study following completion of her FAI as a result of her participating student (i.e., Joey) being
placed in a residential setting and subsequently being withdrawn from the school. All
participating staff spoke English as their primary language. Jason’s classroom teacher (i.e., lead
staff) and his school’s Learning Development Coach (i.e., supporting staff) participated on his
behalf. Jason’s teacher, Ms. A, was a White female with a Masters Degree and one year of
experience working in her current position. The Learning Development Coach, Mr. B, was a
White male with a Bachelors degree and four years of experience in his current position. Amy’s
school aide (i.e., lead staff) and classroom teacher (i.e., supporting staff) participated on her
behalf. The school aide, Mr. C, was a White male with a High School Degree and 3 years of
experience working in his current position and participated during his role as recess staff. Amy’s
teacher, Ms. D, was a White female with some college experience and 5 years of experience
working in her current position. Parker’s classroom teacher (i.e., lead staff) and classroom aide
(i.e., supporting staff) participated on her behalf. Parker’s teacher, Ms. E, was a Black female
with a Bachelor’s degree and 20 years’ experience in her current position. Parker’s classroom
aide, Ms. F, was a White female with a high school diploma and 6 years’ experience in her
current position. Joey’s classroom teacher participated on his behalf. Joey’s teacher, Ms. G, was
a Black female with a Master’s degree and 21 years’ experience in her current position.

46

Setting
All study procedures were conducted at the participating students’ school. Two schools
from Central-Florida participated in the current study. One school was a public elementary
school serving students in grades k-5th and the other was a private school serving students in
grades k-8th. Direct observations occurred in the school within settings identified as areas in
which defined bullying behaviors would be observed for each student participant. Direct
observation of Jason occurred in the lunchroom, direct observation of Amy occurred on
playground, and direct observation of Parker occurred in classroom. FABB-S interview sessions
with students took place in a quiet room or area located within the school grounds, selected
based on student preference and room availability. FAI sessions with lead staff took place in
their classroom in their respective schools, except for the interview with Amy’s lead staff which
was conducted in the school’s break room. All interviews took place during non-academic
periods for students and after school for lead staff. Jason was interviewed in a staff member’s
office (day 1), in the hallway outside of his classroom (day 2), and while walking around outside
in the school’s courtyard (day 3). Amy was interviewed in a private break room (day 1 and 2).
Parker was interviewed outside at the lunch tables (day 1) and on a bench in the playground (day
2). All staff were interviewed and trained on the behavior plans. Implementation of
individualized interventions took place across a variety of environments within the school such
as the school’s lunchroom, playground, classrooms, hallways, and/or administrative offices.
Measures
Data on student problem behavior (verbal and/or physical aggression) was assessed in
two ways: direct observation and staff daily ratings using the Individualized Behavior Rating
Scale Tool (IBRST; Iovannone et al., 2014). Data on student replacement behavior was also
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assessed using staff daily ratings. Data on student problem behavior and replacement behavior
were analyzed in order to answer research question 1. In order to answer research questions 2
and 3 social validity data were collected. Additionally, the technical adequacy of the FABB-S
and developed intervention plans was evaluated using the Technical Adequacy Evaluation Tool
(TATE, see Appendix E). Procedural fidelity scores and inter-observer agreement (IOA) were
also calculated.
Problem behavior. Given the limitations around observing and measuring bullyingrelated aggression, the current study employed two methods of data collection to assess student
aggression towards peers. Direct observation data were collected on student aggression (verbal
and/or physical) which is an observable (and critical) feature of bullying. Additionally, because
aggression towards peers could occur outside of observation windows and be impacted by adult
proximity (i.e., observer proximity), an indirect form of assessment was used which included
daily staff ratings (e.g., whole day or routine specific) on the targeted behaviors. The behaviors
targeted for each student included physical and verbal aggression for Jason, verbal aggression for
Amy, and physical and verbal aggression for Parker.
Verbal aggression was defined as calling a peer an inappropriate name directly or while
talking to others while near the targeted student (close enough to be heard), making threats of
physical aggression directed at a peer, and making non-vocal gestures directed at a peer. Physical
aggression was defined as hitting a peer with a closed fist, slapping a peer with an open palm,
pushing a peer with one or two hands, kicking a peer, tripping a peer, throwing an item at a peer
(within 1 foot), and/or hitting a peer with an item. Definitions of verbal and/or physical
aggression were further individualized to participating students (including the use of real-life
examples) for the purpose of training and data collection.
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Direct observation. Direct observation data were collected on student problem behavior,
(physical and/or verbal aggression directed at a peer) and consisted of collecting frequency
within interval data on student problem behavior during 20-min sessions by dividing 20-min
sessions into 30s intervals counting the number of instances of problem behavior during each
consecutive interval. Direct observation data were collected by data collectors using handheld
electronic devices (e.g., IPods, cell phones), which were equipped with data collection software
(i.e., Behavior Tracker Pro).
Staff ratings. Participating staff were asked to provide daily ratings on their student’s
verbal and/or physical aggression using the IBRST (Iovannone et al., 2014; Appendix F). Similar
to other direct behavior rating scales (DBR), the IBRST combines features of direct observation
with rating scales by asking the rater who directly observes the behavior occurrence to use a
Likert rating scale to record behavior performance. The IBRST has adequate inter-rater
reliability (.65 to .82) and concurrent validity (.70; Barnes et al., in review). Lead staff were
asked to rate their student’s daily levels of verbal and/or physical aggression (across a whole day
or specific routine) along a 5-pt scale, response options ranging from 5-very bad day to 1-great
day. Frequency of targeted problem behavior was selected as the measurement approach for all
participants’ IBRST. The researcher met with participating lead staff and asked them to
estimate behavior occurrences during the selected time period (i.e., full day, targeted routine) in
order to set the scale points for the participants targeted aggression by providing an
approximation of behavior on a “very bad day”, “very good day”, etc.
Replacement/appropriate behavior. Participating staff were also asked to use the
IBRST to provide daily ratings on their student’s performance of targeted replacement behaviors
(identified following the FABB-S and staff consultation). Specifically, lead staff were asked to
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rate their student’s daily levels along a 5-pt scale, response options ranging from 1-Very bad day
to 5-Great day. Percentage of the day or routine in which behavior occurred was selected as the
measurement approach for all participants’ IBRST. Scale points ranged from 0-100%.
Jason’s replacement behaviors were identified as appropriate peer interactions and
appropriate requests for attention. Appropriate peer interactions included providing peers with
compliments, providing peers with positive praise statements, engaging in appropriate requests
to escape or avoid unwanted peer interactions (stop, walk, talk), and providing a suggestion for a
solution to peer conflict using I-statements. Appropriate requests for attention included gaining
or requesting adult attention by approaching adults and saying “Can we talk?”, “Excuse me”,
and/or saying the adult’s name. Amy’s targeted replacement behaviors were conflict resolution
skills, toleration to delays/denials, and appropriate requests for attention. Conflict resolution
skills included asking a peer to stop, walking away, asking for help, and/or asking for a break.
Toleration to delays/denials included calmly waiting and/or engaging in another available,
appropriate activity during delays/following denials to peer attention or escape from nonpreferred peer behavior. Requesting attention from peers included asking them to answer her or
tell her they do not want to talk if the peer does not respond to a previous request within 30s.
Parker’s replacement behaviors were identified as conflict resolution and appropriate peer
interactions. Conflict resolution included asking a peer to stop, walking away, asking for help,
and/or asking for a break. Appropriate peer interactions included providing a peer with a
compliment, providing a peer with a praise statement, offering to help a peer when appropriate
(when the peer is accepting, adult approval was obtained), and/or suggesting a compromise.
Social validity. Following the completion of primary data collection participating
students and lead staff, with the exception of Ms. A (i.e., Jason’s lead staff), completed a social
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validity questionnaire in order to evaluate to extent to which they found the FABB-S and
selected individualized interventions to be acceptable and effective (see Appendices G-H). Ms.
A, Jason’s lead staff, did not return a completed social validity questionnaire. The social validity
questionnaire was provided to Ms. A during the last direct observation session as this occurred
during the final week of school (i.e., before summer break). Attempts to follow up with Ms. A
after the end of the school year were unsuccessful, therefore only staff social validity data from
Mr. C (i.e., Amy’s lead staff) and Ms. E (i.e., Parker’s lead staff) are included for analysis in the
results sections.
TATE. Each participant’s FABB-S and individualized intervention plan were combined
into one document and were subsequently reviewed using the TATE. The TATE evaluates the
extent to which a completed FBA/BIP addresses the essential components. The TATE includes
a total of 18 items, 9 comprising the FBA domain and 9 comprising the BIP domain. Individual
item scores range from 0 – 2 with 0 indicating that the component is absent, 1 indicating the
component is partially present, and 2 indicating that the component is present and complete. The
maximum raw score for each domain is 18 with a total product technical adequacy raw score of
36. The TATE has high reliability (.92-.94) and strong convergent validity (Iovannone, Sanchez,
Kauk, & Kincaid, 2018).
The TATE was used by a data collector to evaluate the technical adequacy of the FABBS and the intervention plan. Items were scored on a 3-pt scale with scoring options including 0not addressed, 1-partially addressed, and 2-completely addressed. Percentage of points earned
was calculated by dividing the score obtained (sum of item scores) by the highest possible score
multiplied by 100. Jason’s FABB-S and behavior plan received a TATE score of 100%, Amy’s
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FABB-S and behavior plan received a TATE score of 97%, and Parker’s FABB-S and behavior
plan received a TATE score of 100%.
Procedural fidelity. Procedural fidelity data were collected for four main reasons (a) to
ensure the researcher correctly implemented the FAI, (b) to ensure the researcher correctly
implemented the FABB-S, (c) to ensure the researcher correctly implemented the steps needed to
train school staff on selected individualized interventions, and (d) to ensure school staff correctly
implemented individualized interventions following training.
FAI. An independent observer scored the procedural fidelity of staff interviews by
marking each item from a task analysis (see Appendix I) as yes (2 pts), partial (1 pt), or no (0
pts). Procedural fidelity scores were calculated by dividing the sum of points by the total number
of possible points multiplied by 100. Procedural fidelity of the FAI implementation was assessed
on 100% of sessions and was found to be 97% on average (Jason, 95%; Amy, 100%; Parker,
93%; Joey, 100%).
FABB-S. An independent observer scored the procedural fidelity of student interviews by
marking each item from a task analysis (see Appendix J) as yes (2 pts), partial (1 pt), or no (0
pts). Procedural fidelity scores were calculated by dividing the sum of points by the total number
of possible points multiplied by 100. Procedural fidelity of the FABB-S implementation was
assessed on 100% of sessions and was found to be 93% on average (Jason, 83%; Amy, 98%;
Parker, 100%).
School staff training. An independent observer scored the procedural fidelity of school
staff trainings by marking each step from a task analysis (see Appendix K) that was correctly
implemented. The total number of steps correctly implemented was divided by the total number
of steps multiplied by 100. Procedural integrity was assessed on 100% of sessions. Average
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procedural fidelity for implementation of school staff training was 100%. Vocal feedback was
provided outside of the targeted routine if staff proficiency was observed to fall below 90% for
two consecutive sessions. Vocal feedback was required for staff on a few occasions.
Individualized interventions. Procedural fidelity of staff implementation was assessed by
directly observing implementation of individualized interventions by participating lead staff
during (i.e., Amy, Parker) or outside of (i.e., Jason) target routines and recording which steps
were implemented correctly and which were not. Jason’s behavior plan strategies were designed
to be implemented across the entire school day. Although Jason’s target behaviors primarily
occurred during the lunch routine, the staff chose to implement across the whole day due to the
participating lead and supporting staff not being present during Jason’s lunch (i.e., target
routine). It was not feasible for an independent observer to be present the entire day to measure
procedural fidelity. As an alternative, in addition to researcher-implemented proficiency checks
Jason’s lead staff (Ms. A) self-reported procedural fidelity of her implementation of the day long
intervention by recording which steps she successfully completed and which she did not. Jason’s
support staff was primarily responsible for implementing the final component of the day-long
intervention, therefore, Jason’s supporting staff was also asked to self-report procedural fidelity
which was analyzed in combination with lead staff’s implementation for a combined score of
procedural fidelity. Procedural fidelity (i.e., direct observation and self-report) was calculated
by taking the sum of steps correctly implemented divided by the total number of steps multiplied
by 100. Procedural fidelity of the staff implementation of individualized interventions was
assessed via direct observation on at least 50% of sessions and was found to be 74 % on average
(Jason, 66%; Amy, 70%; Parker, 85%). Procedural fidelity of the staff implementation of Jason’s
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individualized intervention plan was assessed via self-report 100% of the days the intervention
was implemented and was reported to be 96% on average.
Inter-observer agreement (IOA). IOA was calculated for on student problem behavior
data, IBRST ratings from Parker’s lead staff, and TATE evaluations. IOA for data on student
problem behavior was calculated by comparing data collected by two independent observers.
IOA was calculated by first adding the number of intervals with an agreement and then dividing
that number by the total number of intervals multiplied by 100. IOA was calculated for at least
33% of sessions per participant. IOA was 98% on average (Jason, 98%; Amy, 99%; Parker,
96%).
IOA was also calculated for Ms. E’s (i.e., Parker’s lead staff) IBRST ratings. Ms. E’s
ratings were taken into consideration alongside direct observation data in determining when to
move Parker into assessment and intervention. To further enhance the integrity of Ms. E’s
IBRST ratings, IOA was calculated by having both Ms. E and an independent observer use an
IBRST data sheet (reflecting a targeted routine as opposed to an all-day rating with another
anchor established based on teacher consultation) and provide a rating for Parker’s targeted
verbal and physical aggression, as well as her replacement behaviors. IOA for Ms. E’s IBRST
rating for the targeted routine was assessed for at least 20% of sessions and was 71% on average.
IOA was calculated for TATE evaluations by having a second independent observer
review and score the functional behavior assessment and behavior plan (combined) document for
each of the participants using the TATE. IOA was calculated by dividing the number of
agreements by the total number of items multiplied by 100. IOA was calculated for 100% of
TATE evaluations and was found to be 96% on average (Jason, 100%; Amy, 89%; Parker,
100%).
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Experimental Design
A non-concurrent multiple baseline across participants design was used in order to assess
the effectiveness of individualized interventions, identified via outcomes of the FABB-S, at
reducing aggression (verbal and/or physical) toward peers.
Procedures
Study 2 consisted of two main phases: (a) baseline and (b) implementation of
individualized function-based interventions.
Baseline. Participants were observed during the following routines: lunch (Jason), recess
(Amy), and talk time/break time in the classroom (Parker). Daily 20-min observations took place
during these routines approximately 1-4 times a week for approximately 2 weeks for Jason,
approximately 3 weeks for Amy, and approximately 5 weeks for Parker.
Staff interviews. Prior to the onset of baseline data collection participating lead staff were
interviewed about their student’s aggression toward peers using the FAI. This occurred for the
purpose of clarifying student target behavior operational definitions and target routines for data
collection. Jason’s staff interview lasted approximately 70 min, Amy’s staff interview lasted
approximately 33 min, and Parker’s staff interview lasted approximately 44 min. All staff
interviews took place within the teacher’s classroom (Ms. A and Ms. E) or break room (Mr. C)
within the staff’s respective school. Following the completion of staff interviews, summary (i.e.,
hypothesis) statements were developed. Staff interviews suggested the following hypothesis
statements.
When Amy was at lunch or recess, was playing competitive games with peers, or is
presented with a peer who lies about her or disagrees with her she would engage in verbal
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aggression toward peers. As a result, Amy would receive adult attention and temporarily
escaped/avoided negative peer interactions.
When Jason was at lunch, at recess, was in transition, was riding the bus, was with peers,
was presented with peers who engaged in behavior that was perceived to wrong him in some
way, and/or had limited adult attention/supervision he would engage in verbal and/or physical
aggression toward peers. As a result, Jason would receive adult attention and peer attention (i.e.,
positive or negative interactions).
When Parker was in the classroom (e.g., Bell work, math), at lunch, at recess, with other
peers who had more physical disabilities, and/or in a situation in which another student was
picked first (i.e., her choice was denied or delayed) she would engage in verbal or physical
aggression toward peers. As a result, Parker would escape peer behavior and gain access to
attention or access to preferred items or activities.
Student interviews. Following the completion of baseline and staff interviews
participating students were interviewed by the researcher using the FABB-S (Appendix L).
Students were asked to identify a private place and a time in which they would feel comfortable
being interviewed. Jason’s interview lasted approximately 61 min and was conducted in three
sessions across three days. He requested to complete the interview in a staff member’s office
(day 1), in quiet hallway (day 2), and while walking outside in the courtyard (day 3). Amy’s
interview lasted approximately 68 min and was conducted in two sessions across two days. She
requested to complete the interview in a private break room both days. Parker’s interview lasted
approximately 47 min and was conducted in two sessions across two days. She requested to
complete the interview outside in the school’s lunchroom/recess area. Following the completion
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of student interviews, summary (i.e., hypothesis) statements were developed. Student interviews
suggested the following hypothesis statements.
Following a review of the information gathered from Amy it was concluded that when
she was hungry, was outside at lunch or recess and a peer ignored her, interrupted her, and/or
made an inappropriate gesture or comment at her; she would engage in verbal aggression toward
peers; in order to gain peer attention and avoid the loss of her programmed rewards. Amy also
reported that when she was in the classroom and a peer engaged in disruptive or annoying
behaviors despite her attempts to appropriately request the peer to stop, she would engage in
verbal aggression in order to stop/escape from non-preferred peer behavior and avoid the loss of
her programmed rewards.
Following a review of the information gathered from Jason it was concluded that
when friends were present, others called him an inappropriate name or put hands on him, and/or
he was receiving limited adult attention/supervision; he would engage in aggression towards
peers (i.e., physical and verbal); in order to receive adult attention, avoid/escape negative peer
interactions, or receive attention from his friends.
Following review of the information gathered from Parker it was concluded that when
she was hungry, peers were present in the classroom and those peers interrupted her; and/or
smiled, laughed, or made faces at her while she was upset, arguing with an adult, and/or
receiving corrective feedback; she would engage in verbal and physical aggression; in order to
escape unwanted peer attention and/or gain access to preferred items/activities.
Individualized function-based interventions. After the completion of student
interviews and the development of student summary statements, the researcher met with each
lead staff member in order to review the outcomes of the FABB-S and to identify the
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hypothesized functions that were feasible for the staff member to address within the school. The
researcher, with the consultation of participating lead staff, developed an individualized multicomponent intervention for each student participant that included the following components:
antecedent strategies, procedures to teach or promote replacement behaviors, reinforcement
procedures, and procedures for responding to aggression towards peers.
Amy’s behavior plan consisted of preventative (antecedent) strategies aimed to address
relevant antecedents and included increasing supervision/monitoring, allowing 1-2 snack breaks
per day upon request, delivering prompts for replacement behaviors and expectations upon
transitions to problematic routines, and re-arranging seating arrangements/student grouping upon
pre-cursors. Teaching strategies aimed to teach Amy how and when to engage in target
replacement behaviors and included conducting an initial 1:1 meeting with Amy prior to
implementation of the behavior plan which included a review of replacement skills, a description
of a rationale for the use of those skills, a model of how to use those skills, an opportunity to
role-play, and vocal feedback. In addition, a vocal prompt to use her replacement skills (e.g.,
“I’m upset” card) was delivered during transitions to problematic routines in order to help
remind her when her replacement skills are needed. Reinforcement of replacement behaviors
aimed to promote and increase Amy’s use of target replacement behaviors and included
participating staff delivering praise contingent on observing replacement behavior. Amy had preexisting ABA supports in place which included a reward (i.e., star) system where she earned
stars for kind words. Therefore, reinforcement also involved tying feedback for targeted
replacement behaviors into her pre-existing reward system as it related to the star for kind
words/gestures. Finally, consequences for verbal aggression toward peers consisted of calmly
prompting expectations and replacement behaviors contingent on observing verbal aggression
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towards peers and tying in feedback for targeted problem behavior into her pre-existing reward
system for kind words/gestures.
Jason’s behavior plan consisted of increased prompting of appropriate behavior, a checkin check-out [CICO] system, and differential reinforcement of other behavior (DRO) to prevent
the occurrence of aggression towards peers (i.e., antecedent interventions). Teaching
interventions included CICO and a weekly 1:1 problem solving skill building activity consisting
of instructions, modeling, role-play, and feedback. Reinforcement of replacement behaviors
included delivering praise contingent on observing the occurrence of targeted replacement
behaviors throughout the school day and during CICO meetings, as well as delivering access to a
preferred activity with a staff member at check out if criteria were met. Finally, consequences for
aggression included calmly approaching Jason immediately after observing aggression towards
peers (i.e., limited adult attention), delivering a prompt for Jason to use his replacement
behavior, and reminding him of his CICO expectations.
Parker’s behavior plan included the following preventive strategies: allowing 1-2 snack
breaks per day upon request, avoiding language describing peer behavior as intentional (e.g.,
intending to bug or annoy her), providing feedback regarding other behaviors or academic work
privately when possible, providing a variety of preferred items/activities in the classroom, and
providing frequent opportunities for Parker to make choices during the day. Teaching procedures
included conducting an initial 1:1 session where replacement skills were described and a
rationale was provided regarding the importance of the targeted replacement skills. The lead staff
and researcher co-implemented a problem-solving activity two times a week in the classroom
during the class’s afternoon talk time routine which aimed to teach and promote the use of
conflict resolution skills and appropriate peer interactions. The steps involved in the problem-
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solving activity were initially described to Parker during the initial 1:1 session described above,
including modeling of each step. During subsequent problem-solving activities the researcher
and teacher took turns implementing the steps involved in the activity while the other sat nearby
offering praise and asking follow up questions if needed. Procedures for reinforcing targeted
replacement behaviors included providing praise contingent on observing Parker’s use of
targeted replacement behaviors and redirecting peers (i.e., who deliver unwanted forms of
attention to Parker during times when she is upset, arguing with adults, and/or receiving
feedback from adults) away from Parker. Reinforcement procedures also included allowing
Parker to make a choice in the classroom during the next available opportunity if she
demonstrated replacement behaviors following the denial a request (i.e., another peer is selected
to express his/her choice). Contingent on Parker’s engagement in verbal and/or physical
aggression staff were trained to calmly approach Parker, use response blocking or body blocking
as needed, restrict or limit Parker’s access to previously denied access to items/activities (block
access) or to previously denied escape from unwanted peer attention (do not redirect peers away
from Parker at this time), and prompt her to use a replacement behavior while reminding her
what she is working for (e.g., choice next time, stars/points, gold days, etc.).
Staff training. Staff were trained on the selected intervention(s) using written and vocal
instructions, modeling and/or description of real-life examples, rehearsal and feedback. Feedback
involved delivering vocal prompts to perform a particular step during role plays. Staff received
training in one session, which took place with the researcher during afterschool hours. Staff
training took place at participating school and were conducted in a classroom or break room
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based on availability and staff preference. Following the completion of staff training, a date was
established to begin implementing the interventions with the student participants and staff
intervention fidelity was subsequently measured as described in the section on data collection.
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Results
Student Problem Behavior and Replacement Behavior
Direct observation data. Figure 1 shows the frequency of Amy’s, Jason’s, and Parker’s
verbal and physical aggression towards peers across baseline and intervention. During baseline
Amy engaged in between 0-3 instances of verbal aggression toward peers per 20 min. session.
While Amy’s baseline data depicted somewhat low levels of aggression that appeared to be on a
slightly decreasing trend, the pattern observed matched caregiver daily ratings indicating low,
variable patterns that ranged from 0-2 instances per recess period (see Figure 2), as well as
caregiver reports via the FAI. Following intervention, Amy initially showed similar patterns of
behavior as seen towards the end of baseline, however, her verbal aggression increased in
stability at zero throughout the intervention phase.
During baseline Jason demonstrated moderate levels of physical aggression ranging from
1-5 instances per 20 min. observation. Jason initially engaged in variable patterns of verbal
aggression (ranging from 0-11), however, his engagement in verbal forms of aggression toward
peers decreased in level and variability towards the end of baseline (ranging from 0-1).
Following intervention, Jason initially demonstrated a decrease in the level in which he engaged
in physical aggression as depicted on 5/9/18, 5/11/18, and 5/16/18. On the first day in
intervention he engaged in one instance and on the subsequent two days he engaged in zero
instances. However, during the final two days in intervention Jason demonstrated an increase in
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the variability in which he engaged in physical aggression toward peers while verbal aggression
toward peers was on an increasing trend.
During baseline, Parker initially showed low levels of verbal aggression and zero levels
of physical aggression toward peers. Toward the end of baseline Parker showed an increase in
verbal aggression. While these data were highly variable, they appeared to be reflective of the
level and variability depicted by the daily ratings provided by her lead staff (see Figure 4).
Physical aggression was observed on one occasion during the last day of baseline. Following
intervention, Parker’s verbal aggression decreased to zero for the first two days in intervention
during which time physical aggression also remained at zero. Parker’s verbal aggression was on
an increasing trend between 2/27/19 and 3/5/19, however decreased to zero over the next three
days. Physical aggression maintained at zero with the exception of one instance which was
observed on 2/27/19.
Staff rating data.
Problem behavior. Figure 2 depicts staff daily ratings for Amy’s engagement in verbal
aggression toward peers across baseline and intervention. Amy’s IBRST was used to collect data
on her verbal aggression toward peers during the recess period and included the following scale:
1 (0 instances), 2 (1-2 instances), 3 (3 instances), 4 (4-5 instances), and 5 (6 or more instances).
During baseline Amy’s lead staff rated her verbal aggression toward peers as a 1-2 indicating she
engaged in 0-2 instances of behavior per recess routine. These data demonstrated an increase in
stability towards the end of baseline. Following intervention Amy’s staff ratings remained at 1
(i.e., zero instances of behavior) for 13 consecutive days with a slight increase to one reported
incident on three days.
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Figure 3 depicts staff daily ratings for Jason’s engagement in aggression toward peers
(verbal and physical) across baseline and intervention. Jason’s IBRST was used to collect data
on his aggression toward peers (verbal and physical) across the entire school day and included
the following scale: 1 (0-2 instances), 2 (3-4 instances), 3 (5-9 instances), 4 (10-19 instances),
and 5 (20 or more instances). During baseline Jason’s lead staff rated his engagement in
aggression toward peers (verbal and physical aggression) as highly variable ranging from a
rating of 1-5 indicating between 0-20+ instances per day. Staff ratings of aggression toward
peers during intervention did not demonstrate a change from baseline with ratings ranging from
2-4 (3-19 instances per day).
Figure 4 depicts staff daily ratings for Parker’s engagement in verbal and physical
aggression toward peers across baseline and intervention. Parker’s IBRST was used to collect
data on her verbal and physical aggression toward peers across the entire school day. Her scale
for verbal aggression included: 1 (3-4 instances), 2 (5 instances), 3 (6 instances), 4 (7-9
instances), and 5 (10 or more instances). Her scale for physical aggression included: 1 (0
instances), 2 (1-2 instances), 3 (3 instances), 4 (4-5 instances), and 5 (6 or more instances).
During the beginning of baseline Parker’s lead staff rated her engagement in verbal aggression as
high ranging from ratings of 4-5 indicating 7 or more instances per day. While verbal aggression
was reported to decrease on 1/14/19 IBRST ratings depicted an increasing trend in Parker’s
engagement in verbal aggression toward the end of baseline. Parker’s physical aggression toward
peers was rated as highly variable throughout baseline ranging from a rating of 1-5 indicating
zero to ten or more instances per day. Following intervention Parker’s staff initially rated
Parker’s verbal and physical aggression at a 1 (0-4 verbal, 0 physical) for the first 5 days. Both
verbal and physical aggression were reported to occur at increased levels during the next few
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days, with verbal aggression being reported to occur at higher levels as compared to physical
aggression. Physical aggression was reported to decrease to zero for the last 4 days in
intervention. Verbal aggression decreased in level on 3/1/19 and 3/5/19, and further decreased to
zero during the last two days in intervention.
Replacement behavior. Figure 5 depicts staff daily ratings for Amy’s engagement in
tolerating delays/denials, appropriate requests for attention from peers, and conflict resolution
skills during intervention. Daily IBRST ratings from Amy’s lead staff (i.e., Mr. C) indicated that
Amy engaged in high levels of targeted replacement behaviors during intervention. Specifically,
she was reported to engage in tolerating delays and denials 100% of the time across all days,
while requests for attention and conflict resolution skills showed slightly more variability
ranging from ratings of 4-5 indicating engagement in those skills between 75-100% of the time.
Figure 6 depicts staff daily ratings for Jason’s engagement in appropriate requests for
adult attention and positive peer interactions during intervention. Daily IBRST data indicated
Jason engaged in appropriate requests for attention and positive peer interactions in highly
variable patterns during intervention, ranging from ratings of 1-5 (0-100% of the time) and 2-4
(25-75% of the time) respectively.
Figure 7 depicts staff daily ratings for Parker’s engagement in appropriate peer
interactions and conflict resolution skills during intervention. Daily IBRST data indicated Parker
engaged in high levels of both appropriate peer interactions and conflict resolution skills during
the first five several days in intervention as well as towards the end of intervention. Daily IBRST
ratings indicated an increase in the variability in which Parker engaged in appropriate peer
interactions and conflict resolution skills during the middle of intervention. However, on 3/8/19
Parker’s lead staff reported that Parker engaged in appropriate peer interactions and conflict
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resolutions skills 100% of the day. Daily IBRST ratings remained at 5 (100%) for the next three
sessions. While there appeared to be some variability in Parker’s responding towards the end of
intervention, Parker’s teacher reported that she demonstrated both replacement behaviors 100%
of the time during the final day of intervention.
Social Validity Data
The results of the student and staff social validity questionnaires suggest that both the
FABB-S and selected interventions were perceived as acceptable and effective. Table 1 depicts
average ratings on student social validity questionnaire items. On a rating scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) student responses averaged: 4 for “I felt comfortable and
safe during the interview (where I was asked questions about my behavior and my school),” 3
(range 1-4 ) for “The interview asked some questions about why I get aggressive with others kids
at school,” 3 for “I would tell other kids about this interview so that it could help them with their
behavior at school,” 3 (range 3-4 ) for “The interview and activities done with the staff at my
school helped me improve my behavior at school,” and 3 (range 2-4 ) for “I would tell other kids
about the activities I did with the staff at my school so that it could help them with their behavior
at school.”
Table 2 depicts average ratings on staff social validity questionnaire items. On a rating
scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) staff responses averaged: 4 for
“The FABB-S was beneficial for the student,” 4 for “The intervention improved the student’s
behavior at school,” 4 for “The intervention was easy to learn,” 4 for “The intervention was easy
to use,” 4 for “I would be willing to continue use the intervention at school,” and 4 for “I would
recommend the intervention for other students with a similar function of bullying.”
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Discussion
Study two pilot tested the FABB-S tool, which was developed in study one to examine to
what extent it would lead to the identification and implementation of effective individualized
interventions (research question 1), to what extent participating students and school staff would
find it to be socially valid (research question 2), as well as the extent to which participating
students and school staff would find the selected, individualized interventions based on the
FABB-S to be socially valid (research question 3).
Direct observation and daily rating data indicated that Amy initially demonstrated
somewhat low levels of verbal aggression that decreased at the end of the phase. After Amy’s
intervention was put in place her data demonstrated a decrease in the variability in which she
engaged in verbal aggression, with verbal aggression decreasing to zero for a majority of days
following intervention. Staff ratings were low during baseline and portrayed a further increase in
the stability of these data with a majority of days falling at a rating of 1 (0 instances of behavior).
Staff ratings suggested that Amy’s verbal aggression was slightly more variable towards the end
of intervention depicting similar patterns as observed during baseline. Staff ratings of Amy’s
engagement in targeted replacement behaviors indicated that during intervention Amy engaged
in high levels of tolerating a delay or denial, conflict resolution, and appropriate requests for
attention from peers. However, there are no baseline ratings of replacement skills resulting in no
point of comparison.
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There are a few factors that may have contributed to that lack of effectiveness of the
intervention for Amy. First, the low levels of verbal aggression observed may have been, in part,
due to the routine/setting that was targeted (i.e., recess). Amy’s recess took place in an open
playground yard, where Amy was free to run around and play in one of three areas (basketball
court, playground equipment, open field). This often made it difficult for data collectors to
maintain close proximity, potentially limiting their ability to capture all instances of the target
behavior. This likely further limited Amy’s lead staff’s ability to observe and record all instances
of verbal aggression as he was one of two staff responsible for 10-15 kids which interfered with
his ability to track and monitor Amy throughout the entire recess period. Due to his role as
recess staff, Amy’s lead staff was often required to assist other students who were engaging in
problematic behavior or who needed support in completing a daily living task. This may have
also contributed to missed opportunities to observe target behaviors. During the time when
behavior was observed to increase in variability during intervention, Amy was observed to have
a medical issue (i.e., open sore on the back of her head) that was reported to cause discomfort to
Amy and cause her to sit out of recess on occasion. This medical issue may have served as an
unverified setting event that was influencing Amy’s engagement in verbal aggression toward
peers.
Direct observation data indicated that during Baseline Jason initially engaged in
moderate, stable patterns of physical aggression and variable patterns of verbal aggression that
eventually decreased to near zero. Following intervention Jason’s physical aggression decreased
while there was no clear change in the level of verbal aggression compared to the end of
baseline. During the final two sessions physical aggression appeared to occur with more
variability while verbal aggression appeared to be on an increasing trend. Jason’s lead staff
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reported (via daily IBRST ratings) no clear change in his aggression toward peers following
intervention. The low levels of verbal aggression observed may have been, in part, due to the
routine/setting targeted. That is, Jason’s aggression toward peers was targeted in the cafeteria
during lunch. During this time there were several classrooms present in a large open cafeteria
which resulted in the setting being very busy and loud, often making it difficult to hear what
Jason was saying even if he was only a few feet away. In addition, Jason often moved around the
lunch table and whispered in student’s ears during times with low supervision in place. Thus, it
was challenging to accurately measure verbal aggression. As a result, data collectors were
required to be in close proximity to Jason in order to capture instances of behavior. This
increased proximity may have also resulted in lower levels of observed aggression toward peers
due to potential reactivity to data collectors’ presence. Physical aggression on the other hand was
more easily observed despite these factors. Jason’s daily IBRST ratings of aggression towards
peers, as collected by his lead staff, during intervention supported direct observation data, in that
overall daily ratings did not demonstrate a clear change from baseline. Additionally, staff ratings
suggested that Jason engaged in targeted replacement behaviors inconsistently during
intervention.
There are a few factors that may have contributed to that lack of effectiveness of the
intervention for Jason. First, it is important to point out that neither of Jason’s participating staff
were present during his targeted routine. While Jason’s lead staff (i.e., teacher) implemented
steps of the intervention immediately preceding and following the targeted routine (i.e., lunch),
there were no trained staff during the targeted routine to implement the behavior intervention
plan. Furthermore, Jason’s individualized intervention was only implemented on a handful of
days (6 out of a possible 28) during intervention due to various events including a 7-day
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suspension that occurred prior to intervention data collection, make up testing, and end of the
year modified schedules. The weekly 1:1 skill building activity aimed to teach Jason how and
when to engage in positive peer interactions only occurred on one occasion as a result of
scheduling issues due to Jason often missing his lunch routine for make up testing following
return from his suspension, as well as Jason’s appropriate request to not conduct the 1:1 session
on one day. It is also important to point out that there was a two-month gap in between baseline
and intervention for direct observation data, in part, due to spring break, Jason being suspended
for one week the day after his staff were trained on the behavior intervention, make-up testing
following Jason’s return from suspension, and modified school schedules (e.g., end of school
year events).
Direct observation data initially indicated that Parker engaged in low, variable patterns of
verbal aggression with zero occurrences of physical aggression. While staff daily ratings were
also variable, they depicted higher levels of verbal and physical aggression. Both direct
observation data and daily rating data portrayed high, variable patterns of verbal aggression
during the final days of baseline. Physical aggression was only reported by staff ratings, while
remaining near zero during direct observations. These baseline results were hypothesized to be,
in part, a result of Parker’s reactivity to data collectors’ presence in her classroom. Parker
reportedly displayed similar signs of reactivity to an increase in adults in the classroom during
the onset of her comprehensive behavior analytic services. While electronic devices were
selected as a mode of data collection in order to reduce the reactivity and steps were taken to
keep data collectors as consistent as possible across phases, these factors may have not prevented
reactivity from occurring. Following intervention Parker’s verbal aggression initially decreased
to zero while physical aggression remained at zero except for one instance. Aggression toward
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peers, as evident by direct observation and staff daily ratings increased around the mid-point of
intervention, however, this was believed to be, in part, the result of an unverified setting events
(i.e., feeling sick due to having a cold, feeling sad due to hearing about suicide videos in
children’s YouTube videos). Staff ratings also depicted an increase in the level and variability of
both verbal and physical aggression around this time. It is possible that feeling sick and feeling
sad about seeing a video about suicide online could have made access to preferred items and
activities and/or escape from unwanted peer attention more potent reinforcers, and therefore
verbal and/or physical aggression more likely to occur. Staff ratings of targeted replacement
behaviors indicated that Parker was observed to use her targeted replacement behaviors (conflict
resolution, appropriate peer interactions) between 50-100% of opportunities, which was
described as an improvement by her teacher as well as anecdotally noted by observers.
Similar to the potential setting event influencing Amy’s data in intervention, the setting
events suspected to influence Parker’s behavior were not assessed in the FABB-S, therefore,
their relationship to aggression toward peers is not known. The complexity of bullying behaviors
may require a more in-depth examination of establishing operations/setting events and their
influence on the occurrence and/or variability of target behaviors. While setting events may not
always be present, if present, understanding them can be key to understanding a student’s
problem behavior (Iovannone, Anderson, & Scott, 2017). Iovannone and colleagues (2017)
recommended functional assessment interviews (e.g., student informed interviews) as one
method for gathering information related to setting events. Future research on the FABB-S
should consider refinement to include additional items related to possible setting events.
Iovannone et al. (2017) described various strategies for addressing setting events within the
school setting. Future research should consider incorporating such interventions into
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individualized interventions for bullying behaviors if determined necessary through a functional
behavior assessment process.
Social validity data were collected from student and staff participants and offers support
related to the usefulness and acceptability of the FABB-S and selected interventions. Social
validity data indicated that both students and staff found the FABB-S and the subsequent
individualized interventions to be acceptable and effective. All lead staff reported “strongly
agree” to all items. All students reported that they felt comfortable and safe during the interview,
which suggests the acceptability of interviewing students about their engagement in aggressive
behaviors towards others. It is important to note that all three student participants appeared calm
and comfortable throughout the interview process and did not demonstrate resistance to any
FABB-S items. In study 1, children’s comfort with FABB-S items was not analyzed therefore
recommendations were made for future research to evaluate a student’s comfort to these
questions. These social validity data indicate that all three participants in this study reported
feeling comfortable and safe during the interview using the FABB-S. During student interviews,
the researcher allowed the student to take the lead with the conversation and avoided shutting
down any comments made by the student regardless of whether those comments appeared to be
relevant or truthful. This was done in order to promote open, honest responding from the student
participants. On a few occasions throughout the course of this study the researcher observed staff
in participating schools shut down student conversations related to topics they deemed to be
inappropriate (i.e., Jason talking about his girlfriend or how he only has aggression when others
touch him first. Parker talking about the suicide videos she saw online) which resulted in a
suppression of student comments on these topics over time. This approach may result in students
being less likely to share information with adults, as was observed during the onset of Jason’s
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interview when he initially expressed reluctance to talk about his girlfriend until the researcher
assured him it was ok. FABB-S items may result in student providing unreliable information,
whether intentionally or unintentionally, however, setting up an environment in which students
are comfortable talking will result in richer conversations and elicit more details that inform the
interviewer about the relation of the behavior with contextual events. Further, it can lead to other
relevant information (e.g., student learning history, student’s relationship with adults) that may
be function or non-function based but can lead to better understanding of events contributing to
the student’s target behavior. While the aim of a functional behavior assessment process is to
identify the functional variables controlling behavior in order to attempt to change those
variables, the FABB-S has not yet been validated and it is possible that the environmental
variables it identifies through the interview may not be confirmed through more direct measures.
However, the FABB-S may lead to effective interventions that may not be linked to functional
variables. Future research should be conducted to validate the FABB-S as well as explore the
effectiveness of non-function-based interventions.
The results from this study offer support for the benefit of the FABB-S as a tool to gather
functional behavior assessment information on bullying-related aggression from the student’s
perspective in the school setting. However, there were limitations to this study that warrant
further discussion. To start, this study was limited in that is included a low number of student
participants (i.e., three). A fourth student was originally enrolled in the study, however, he was
reportedly removed from his family home and placed in a residential setting due to the
magnitude and frequency of his behavior. As a result, he switched schools and was subsequently
dropped from the study. Future research should include an evaluation of the effectiveness of the
FABB-S at leading to effective interventions that decrease bullying-related aggression towards
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peers with a larger number of participants. However, the researchers experienced issues with
recruitment in this study that need to be taken into consideration when recruiting student’s who
engage in bullying behaviors for future research. Attempts to recruit student participants from
both the public and private school was met with resistance. That is, school administrators from
public schools reported concerns about disseminating recruitment materials for fear that parents
would be extremely concerned regarding the word bullying. School administrators from both
public and private schools also reported that parents of students who would likely benefit from
involvement in this study were less likely to be interested and/or communicate with the school.
In contrast, these same administrators reported the likelihood of having more ease at recruiting
students who were the target of bullying behavior which speaks to the stigma that may come
with having one’s behavior labeled as bullying.
Another limitation of this study was that students were recruited based on a history of
aggression towards peers (the targeted behavior in this study) while there were no steps taken to
verify student participants had a history or current pattern of behavior that fit the context of
bullying specifically. Bullying is a construct and thus, is not an observable behavior. Therefore,
aggression towards peers was selected as the target behavior for this study as it is the observable
feature (i.e., behavior) involved in bullying. However, criteria for student participation failed to
verify the presence of an imbalance of power between participants and the students that verbal
and/or physical aggression was directed at. That being said, this study aimed to take steps to
increase the likelihood that student aggression was occurring in the context of bullying. In order
to make it more likely this study sampled relevant participants (participants’ whose aggressive
behavior occurred in the context of bullying) the researcher also assessed repetition (a critical
feature of bullying) and other factors related to bullying during the recruitment of participants.
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That is, the researcher recruited students with a history of aggression towards peers (repetition
over time). Additionally, student participants were required to display a number of risk factors
associated with bullying according to parent report. However, a critical feature of bullying, an
imbalance of power, was not taken into consideration within student recruitment criteria. Within
the literature on bullying, an imbalance of power is not clearly defined (Slattery et al., 2019) and
can be difficult to impossible to observe in the exact moment that aggressive behavior occurs.
Because an imbalance of power was not verified in this study it is difficult to conclude that
students participating in this study engaged in aggression towards peers that met the definition of
bullying. Anecdotal evidence suggests that Jason and Parker appeared to target a range of
students who were reported to have less power (i.e., Jason’s teacher reported students would cry
and express being scared to tell him no/stop due to his history of physical aggression, Parker’s
teacher reported she targeted students who had more physical or severe disabilities and who
didn’t understand as much), however, this study did not collect formal data to confirm this
conclusion. On the other hand, while Amy did report engaging in verbal aggression towards one
student who was reported to have a social and academic disadvantage, during the targeted
routine she more frequently engaged in verbal aggression towards a female peer who had a
history of engaging in inappropriate behaviors towards Amy including lying and making
inappropriate comments. Based on staff reports and direct observations it is unclear if there was
an imbalance present between Amy and the female student. Future research should evaluate
other methods of collecting data on bullying-related behaviors in order to ensure all critical
components of bullying (i.e., aggressive behavior, repetition over time, imbalance of power) are
present. Some studies have incorporated technology-based data collection procedures such as
video taping sessions and putting transportable microphones on participating students in order to
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increase the likelihood that bullying-related behaviors are observed (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998;
Tapper & Boulton, 2005). This can allow for more distant observation (reducing the likelihood
of reactivity), as well as allows for more clear observation of verbal or indirect forms of
aggression and retrospective analysis to separate incidents involving students with a power
imbalance from incidents involving two students of equal power. This could be a promising
alternative, however, the feasibility of such efforts is unknown as this is likely costly, as well as
presents the potential need to obtain consent from any student or adult being captured on video
and/or audio.
Another issue with the current study included the research design that was used,
particularly as it related to the setting in which this study was conducted (schools). A nonconcurrent multiple baseline design across participants was selected for this study to evaluate the
effectiveness of the individualized interventions (developed via outcomes of the FABB-S) across
students. However, there were several issues experienced in this study related to conducting this
research in the school setting. Conducting this study in the school setting resulted in difficulties
with recruitment as the recruitment was hit with resistance from school districts, schools, and
families. Issues with recruitment resulted in a several month gap in between Jason’s completion
of his study participation and Amy and Parker’s start to study participation. Additionally, this
study involved moderate to long gaps or delays in between baseline and intervention for two out
of three participants (i.e., Jason, approximately 2 months; Amy, approximately 1 month). These
gaps or delays occurred as a result of missing school/sessions for school holidays, modified
school schedules (e.g., week leading up to holiday break, week preceding end of
year/graduation), student suspension (i.e., Jason), and difficulty in scheduling student interviews
and staff training due to conflicting schedules (i.e., public school). Future research should
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consider the use of other research designs (e.g., multiple baseline across behaviors, multiple
baseline across settings) or a combination of designs in the evaluation of individualized
interventions for bullying-related behaviors as it allows for the demonstration of experimental
control without the need for timely recruitment of participants which appears somewhat difficult
at this time given the current climate and social stigma surrounding bullying.
Another limitation to this study included the variable levels of staff procedural fidelity,
particularly for Amy. For Amy, data on staff implementation indicate variable levels of fidelity
ranging from 33-100%. Despite the variable patterns of fidelity, Amy’s verbal aggression
continued to remain at zero with the exception of two sessions. Importantly, during sessions with
low procedural fidelity Amy’s lead staff was observed to most often miss antecedent strategies
including setting of expectations and delivery of prompts for replacement behaviors upon
transition into recess. However, he did demonstrate proficient implementation of these strategies
towards the beginning of intervention phase. Amy’s lead staff is a school aide who fills a
variety of roles in the school. While his main role is recess staff/supervisor, he also frequently
got called away from his current role to assist with crisis management, physical transport of a
student, any other major issues outside while students’ teachers are still on break, and/or to fill in
for an absence teacher. As a result, there were several days during intervention where steps
within the procedural fidelity checklist for staff implementation were marked as not applicable.
This may have contributed to the variable patterns of fidelity as he had limited opportunities to
practice implementing those steps as well as no clear opportunity to establish those as part of his
daily recess routine. Vocal feedback was provided following sessions with lower fidelity and
consistently resulted in an increase during the next 1-2 days. Despite the inconsistent
implementation of certain steps in the behavior plan (i.e., setting expectations and delivering
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prompts for replacement behavior upon transitioning to recess) he implemented consequencebased strategies (reinforcement contingent on observing engagement in replacement behaviors,
planned ignoring and prompts for replacement behaviors upon engagement in verbal aggression
towards peers) with higher and more stable levels of fidelity. This coupled with the fact that
Amy’s levels of verbal aggression continued to remain low, near zero throughout the
intervention phase may suggest that certain antecedent strategies may be most beneficial early on
in intervention but that may be successfully faded over time, if consequence-based strategies are
implemented in response to instances of verbal aggression and/or replacement behaviors.
Another limitation of this study is that two out of the three participants had ongoing
behavior analytic services in place to address the targeted behaviors. This presented a variable
outside the control of the researcher. However, it is important to point out that a comprehensive
approach is needed in order to effectively deal with a complex behavior such as bullying. That
being said, the FABB-S is not recommended as a stand alone assessment. Relatedly,
interventions for bullying-behaviors should not only be based on student-informed assessments.
The interventions selected in this study were solely based on the FABB-S outcomes, however,
that occurred for the purpose of evaluating the treatment utility of the FABB-S. Future research
and work in the area of bullying behaviors in schools should consider embedding individualized
interventions based on student-informed functional behavior assessments (e.g., the FABB-S)
within interventions based on other sources of assessment data (e.g., direct observation, caregiver
report). Furthermore, future research should pay closer consideration to the role that setting
events may play in bullying behaviors. There was some anecdotal evidence that both Amy and
Parker experienced setting events that influenced the level of behavior observed and reported by
staff, particularly for Parker.
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Finally, this study was limited in that IOA was not calculated for staff ratings, with the
exception for Parker’s teacher. However, the decision to assess IOA for Parker’s daily rating was
individually determined following use of visual analysis of both direct observation and staff
ratings to determine her eligibility to move into intervention. Therefore, future research should
calculate IOA for staff collected daily ratings particularly if these data are to be used as a second
level of analysis for student problem behavior.
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General Discussion
These studies aimed to extend the current literature on the assessment of and intervention
for bullying-behaviors in the school setting by developing and evaluating the effectiveness of a
student-informed functional behavior assessment interview, the FABB-S, at leading to reductions
in bullying-related behavior.
Study 1 established the content and face validity of items/questions to be included within
the FABB-S. Expert review of items found that a majority of items originally reviewed were
relevant and that the set of items were comprehensive. Three more items were found to be
relevant upon a second analysis by the reviewers’ area of expertise. There was generally lower
agreement among experts related to the clarity of items. The items underwent revision based on
experts’ written feedback in order to remove lead in statement, make the questions more open
ended, and as well as make the questions focus on the most recent incident of aggression toward
peers. Child participants found all items to be clear and understandable, with the exception of
one item that was not formally reviewed via work groups.
Study 2 evaluated the effectiveness of the FABB-S at leading to individualized
interventions that decrease bullying-related aggression in the school setting. Previous studies on
interventions for bullying or bullying-related aggression have largely focused on universal,
preventative interventions (e.g., Ross & Horner, 2009) as well as interventions for victims of
bullying (e.g., Fox & Boulton, 2005) and bystanders to bullying (e.g., Olafsson, 2000). While
researchers from the area of bullying have discussed the function of bullying, this literature has
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its limitations. First, research suggests that bullying behaviors are maintained by one source of
reinforcement, peer attention, and fail to consider other functions (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998;
Ross & Horner, 2009). Additionally, conclusions related to attention as the function of bullyingrelated behaviors are based on underlying theories, observations demonstrating the presence of
peers (bystanders, victims) during bullying-related incidents and/or treatment utility data. To this
point, literature on the function of bullying-related behavior has not incorporated or considered
the use of functional behavior assessment procedures such as functional behavior assessment
interviews. This study was the first to investigate use of a functional behavior assessment
interview (i.e., FABB-S) that was based on the underlying principles of applied behavior analysis
(e.g., Waguespack, Vaccaro, & Cantinere, 2006) to determine its usefulness at assessing the
function of a students bullying behaviors in the school setting. Functional behavior assessment is
method of problem solving through which conclusions can be drawn related to the environmental
causes of behavior. Additionally, the literature offers evidence that bully-related behaviors often
occur in settings with less supervision and/or away from adults therefore this study sought to
investigate whether the FABB-S, a student-informed functional behavior assessment interview,
could lead to conclusions that would result in the development of effective, individualized
interventions for bullying-related aggression in school. Despite its limitations, this study offered
early support for the usefulness and acceptability of the FABB-S. Students and staff participants
found the FABB-S and interventions developed from the results of the FABB-S to be effective
and highly acceptable.
Due to the abundant amount of literature supporting the use of functional behavior
assessment, as well as the limited knowledge that currently exists related to functions of
bullying-behavior future research should continue to explore the use of functional behavior
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assessment procedures, including further evaluation of the effectiveness, usefulness, and
acceptability of the FABB-S. While a student-informed approach was used in this study,
functional behavior assessment is a comprehensive process that traditionally includes more than
one form of assessment. That is, functional behavior assessment may begin with an indirect
method (such as an interview) and then include a subsequent descriptive assessment or
experimental analysis. As a result, the FABB-S is not intended to be used as a stand-alone
assessment. This study also sought to investigate the effectiveness of individualized interventions
developed solely from information collected from the student at leading to reductions in
aggression towards peers. This was the first study to describe and evaluate individualized
interventions for bullying-related behaviors. Future research is needed to further evaluate the
treatment utility of the FABB-S for bullying-related aggression in order to address the limited
described. Functional, individualized approaches to bullying behaviors in school settings should
continued to be explored in isolation as well as in combination with other layers of support such
as within a tiered framework.
There were two common issues encountered during this series of studies that warrants
discussion. The first issue was the difficulty in recruitment for research on bullying-related
behaviors, specifically research with those students who demonstrate the bullying-related
aggression. Upon attempts to recruit local school districts, local schools, and students the lead
researcher was met with resistance and hesitancy. This is hypothesized to be, in large part, due to
the stigma that follows the word bullying. Bullying is defined with unclear components (e.g.,
repetition, imbalance of power) and definitions are inconsistently used across researchers, federal
legislation, state legislation, school district policy, school staff members, students, and parents
(Slattery et al., 2019). A lack of uniformity in definitions of bullying can have conseuquences
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such as misuse or overuse of the that can subsequently implicate how bullying is assessed and
addressed in the school setting. Students who engage in bullying behaviors are often subject to
office discipline referrals, detention, suspension, and expulsion; and may even be at risk for
arrest depending on the severity of their aggressive behavior. This could result in parents of
student who engages in aggression toward peers engaging in denial or avoidance of labeling their
child’s behavior as bullying (as may be required during recruitment for research) as to avoid
associating that label with their child’s behavior due to fear of subsequent school-enforced
consequences. Research on bullying has recommended against using the label bullying and
instead recommends focusing on disrespectful behavior versus disrespectful behaviors (e.g.,
Ross, Horner, & Stiller, 2008). While attempts were initially made to avoid using the word
bullying during recruitment and rather placing focus on the actual behavior of interest (i.e.,
verbal or physical aggression toward peers) the internal review board in charge of approving this
research insisted that recruitment paperwork clearly identify that the child was being recruited
due to demonstrating or being at-risk for bullying. While parents may be resistant or hesitant due
to concerns related to the implications on their child, schools may be concerned or hesitant about
the implications on their district and/or school. In study 1, during application to conduct this
research in a local school district, a school district administrator reported that unless the
researcher could provide individualized services for every student who participated in a work
group (i.e., was identified as having seen (or was at risk for) bullying-related behaviors) the
district could not approve or support the study. This was hypothesized to be related to the
pressure that is in place for schools to address bullying. In study two during a meeting with
administrators from an interested school, one administrator expressed concern regarding sending
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recruitment materials home with students due to the word bullying being on the forms as it could
result in an influx in parental concern and calls in to the school.
The next major issue encountered in this study involved conducting research in the
school setting, particularly the public school setting. In addition to issues experienced during
recruitment, issues were faced related to the amount of time that students are available to contact
interventions put in place by researchers. Academic calendars indicate that schools experience
holiday breaks, modified school schedules (e.g., days surrounding holiday breaks, end of the year
activities), standardized testing, and make-up testing. These factors can present issues for
carrying out research in the school setting as they may lead to limited opportunities for
researchers to contact student or adult participants. This may be particularly true for research
employing a multiple baseline across participants design to evaluate outcomes. Schools’ reliance
on strategies such as suspension for students who engaging in challenging behaviors (e.g.,
bullying behaviors) can lead to less time for students to contact school based supports. For Jason,
there was approximately 2 months in between baseline and intervention for several reasons.
First, following baseline data collection Jason’s interviews were scheduled. Due to limited
availability to pull him out of class, the interview took place in three, 17-28 min sessions which
took place on three separate days across the span of a week and a half. The researcher then had
to review the results of the FABB-S, discuss the development of the behavior plan with the lead
staff, as well as schedule a training on that plan with the the lead and supporting staff members.
After staff were trained on the behavior plan Jason was suspended for 7 days due to
demonstrating aggression towards a staff member (i.e., his supporting staff member) in the form
of running past him and hitting him with his shoulder. As a result, Jason was out of school during
the entire week of standardized testing. Upon returning to school, Jason’s behavior plan was
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implemented. However, it is important to point out that due to missing standardized testing while
out on suspension, Jason was required to do make-up testing 1:1 with someone often causing him
to arrive late to class (his teacher would not implement the behavior plan on those days) and/or
miss his targeted lunch routine (his teacher may or may not implement the behavior plan on
those days). Once Jason was done with make-up testing there were only a few weeks before the
end of the school year and his graduation from 5th grade. During this time, there were several
days where the school had a modified schedule resulting in the teacher being separated from the
class and/or the class being on a different routine, resulting in the behavior plan not being
implemented on those days. The issues encountered in the public school related to suspension
and expulsion were not present in the private school used in study 2. Additionally, school
administrators from the private school did not demonstrate any resistant or hesitancy to agreeing
to participate and send home recruitment materials. This may have been due to the fact that
private schools do not have the same oversight that public schools from district and state policy.
However, the private school also experienced holiday breaks and modified school schedules.
This resulted, in part, in the gap in between Amy’s last baseline data point and her first
intervention data point. Future research should investigate the use of other research designs in
order to determine one that will allow for experimental control to be maintained in the
assessment and treatment of bullying behaviors despite these school-related issues.
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Table 1
Student Social Validity Results
Item

Average Rating

I felt comfortable and safe during the interview.

4

The interview asked some questions about why I get aggressive with other
kids at school.

3

I would tell other kids about this interview so it could help them with their
behavior at school.

3

The interview and activities done with the adults at my school helped me
improve my behavior at school.

3

I would tell other kids about the activities I did with the adults at my school
so that it could help them with their behavior at school.

3
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Table 2
Staff Social Validity Results
Item

Average Rating

The FABB-S was beneficial for the student.

4

I would recommend the FABB-S for other students who engage in
bullying-related aggression.

4

The intervention improved my student’s behavior at school.

4

The intervention was easy to learn.

4

The intervention was easy to use.

4

I would be willing to continue to use the intervention at school.

4

I would recommend the intervention for other students with a similar
function of behavior.

4
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Figure 1. Frequency of Amy’s, Jason’s, and Parker’s aggression toward peers (verbal and/or

physical) per day across baseline and intervention.
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Figure 2. Staff daily ratings for Amy’s engagement in verbal aggression toward peers during
each day across baseline and intervention.
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Figure 3. Staff daily ratings for Jason’s engagement in aggression toward peers (verbal and
physical combined) during each day across baseline and intervention.
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Figure 4. Staff daily ratings for Parker’s engagement in verbal and physical aggression toward
peers during each day across baseline and intervention
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Figure 5. Staff daily ratings for Amy’s engagement in tolerating a delay/denial, appropriately
requesting attention from peers, and conflict resolution skills during each day in intervention.
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Figure 6. Staff daily ratings for Jason’s engagement in appropriate requests for adult attention
and positive peer interactions during each day in intervention.

102

IBRST Rating

5 (100%)

Conf. Res.

4 (75%)
3 (50%)
2 (25%)

Ms. E (P)

Appr. Peer Int.

3/14/19

3/12/19

Day

3/8/19

3/5/19

2/28/19

2/25/19

2/21/19

2/19/19

1 (0%)

Figure 7. Staff daily ratings for Parker’s engagement in appropriate peer interactions and conflict
resolution skills during each day in intervention.
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Appendix A: Adult Demographic Questionnaire
1. Please specify your gender. ___________
2. Please specify your race.
a. White
b. Hispanic or Latino
c. Black or African American
d. American Indian or Alaska Native
e. Asian
f. Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian
g. Decline
3. Please specify your primary language.
a. English
b. Spanish
c. Other Indo-European
d. Asian and Pacific Island
e. Other:_________
4. Please specify the highest education you completed.
a. Grammer school
b. High school
c. Vocational/Tech school
d. Some college
e. Bachelor’s degree
f. Master’s degree
g. Doctoral degree
h. Professional degree (MD, etc.)
i. Other:____________
5. Please specify the # of years experience you have in your current position:________
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Appendix B: Student Demographic Questionnaire
1. Please specify your student’s gender. ___________
2. Please specify your student’s race.
a. White
b. Hispanic or Latino
c. Black or African American
d. American Indian
e. Asian / Pacific Islander
f. Decline
3. Please specify your student’s primary language.
a. English
b. Spanish
c. Arabic
d. Other:__________
4. Please specify your student’s grade level.
a. Third grade
b. Fourth grade
c. Fifth grade
d. Sixth grade
e. Seventh grade
f. Eighth grade
5. Please specify if your student receives any special education services.
a. Individual education plan (IEP)
b. 504- plan
c. Other:__________
d. None
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Appendix C: Work Group Task Analysis
Step
•

Team member introductions

•

Provide general overview of the project

•

Review rules and logistics of focus groups:
o Recording
o Listen and be respectful of others
o Only use first names
o Talk one at a time
Allow time for participants to introduce themselves

•

Completed

•

Provide general description of work group purpose,
format, and expected outcomes

•

Ask the group “What are some reasons kids engage
in bullying?”

•

Read the simulated scenario.

•

Review each item (#1-21) by having participants
answer the items according to the scenario.

_, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _,

Review each item (#1-21) by having the participants
identify if the item was clear and understandable.

_, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _,

•

•

•

_, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _

_, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _, _

Ask group to discuss the time, place, and/or person
they think is best for interviewing a student that will
make the student more likely to be comfortable and
honest in their responses.
Closing remarks. Thank the participants
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Appendix D: Risk Factor Assessment
Please answer the following questions as they relate to the student you nominated by circling
“Yes”, “No”, or “Don’t know (DK)”.
1. Has he/she demonstrated verbal aggression (e.g., name calling, making inappropriate
statement to or about, making verbal threats of aggression, screaming or cursing) towards
other students within the past 4-6 weeks?
YES NO DK
2. Has he/she had physical aggression (e.g., hitting, kicking, pushing, tripping, spitting at,
throwing items at) towards other students within the past 4-6 weeks?
YES NO DK
If you responded “No” or “DK” to both of the questions above (1-2) the student is ineligible for
participation. If you responded “Yes” to either or both of the above questions, please answer the
following questions (3-12).
3. Is he/she diagnosed with conduct disorder (CD)?
YES NO DK
4. Has he/she ever been found in the possession of a weapon (e.g., gun, pocketknife, box
cutter, razor blade, etc.) or used such weapons to threaten or harm another person while at
school within the past 4-6 weeks?
YES NO DK
5. Has he/she engaged in hyperactive behavior (e.g., unable to regulate impulses such as
staying in seat, arguing with teachers), had difficulty completing classroom tasks, and/or
had difficulty controlling their anger when provoked by their peers within the past 4-6
weeks?
YES NO DK
6. Has he/she expressed guilt more frequently, criticized him/herself more frequently, cried
more frequently, lost interest in other people or things, appeared to have less energy, had
a change in appetite, and/or had difficulty concentrating within the past 4-6 weeks?
YES NO DK
7. Has he/she been picked on, harassed, or bullied by other students within the past 4-6
weeks?
YES NO DK
8. Has he/she interacted with (i.e., socialized with) other peers that engage in delinquent
behavior (e.g., bullying, breaking school rules, theft, damaging property, smoking,
drinking, etc.) within the past 4-6 weeks?
YES NO DK
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9. Has he/she expressed a positive value for violence (e.g., “It is ok to hit someone who hits
you first”, “If I walk away from a fight I would be a coward”, “If you want something
from another kid it is okay to just grab it”) within the past 4-6 weeks?
YES NO DK
10. Does he/she lack positive relationships (i.e., talks to a teacher if he/she has a problem)
with adults in the school?
YES NO DK
11. Does he/she lack nonviolent strategies for responding to anger-provoking situations (e.g.,
talking it out, ignoring, laugh it off, tell an adult)?
YES NO DK
If you responded “Yes” to either or both questions 1 and 2 AND “Yes” to at least two of the
above questions (3-12) the student is eligible for participation. If so, please inform the
researcher
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Appendix E: Technical Adequacy Tool for Evaluation (TATE)
District/State
No IRR Score:
ID

Evaluator

Date of Review

Date of FBA

Date of BIP

IRR

Yes

Directions: Score each item using the Product Evaluation Scoring Guide.
Component

Part I.
FUNCTIONAL
BEHAVIOR
ASSESSMENT
Data Gathering
and
Hypothesis
Development

Item

Scoring Guide

1. Input is collected from multiple
people/sources to complete the functional
behavior assessment. Check all that
apply.

0 = unable to
determine
1=1
source/person or
list of names with
no detail
2 = two or more
sources with
supporting details

Student interview
Parent interview
Teacher interview
Rating Scales
Direct Observations
Team members
participating listed
Record Review
Efficient FBA
(team meeting, ERASE, etc.)
Other
2. Problem behaviors are identified and
operationally defined. (Easily
observable and measurable). If more than
one behavior is identified, it is clear
which behaviors will be the focus of the
FBA
List problem behavior(s):

3. Baseline data on the problem behaviors
are collected and detailed or summarized.
The data are in addition to office
discipline referrals (ODR), in-school
suspension (ISS), and/or out of school
suspension (OSS) data.
Target Behavior
Time Frame

Method
Analysis

Score

0 = no problem
behavior
identified; 1 =
behaviors are
identified but
definitions are
ambiguous or
subjective
2 = ALL
identified
behaviors are
operationally
defined.
0 = unable to
determine
1 = data
collected, but
omits at least one
of the essential
details
2 = data
collected, AND
includes all 4
essential details
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4. Setting events (i.e., slow triggers;
antecedent events that provide the context
or “set the stage” for a higher likelihood
of problem behavior) are considered,
identified (if present) and the contingency
to the problem behavior is described. List
setting events (slow triggers):
Distant event
Environmental, social, or physiological
events
5. Antecedent events (immediate triggers)
that precede and predict the occurrence of
problem behavior are identified and
specified.
List antecedents (triggers):

Component

0 = unable to
determine, OR no
indication setting
events were
considered
1 = identified, no
contingency
2 = identified,
AND contingency
described, OR
clear indication
no setting events
exist
0 = none, OR not
antecedents
1 = identified,
lacks detail
2 = identified
AND detailed

Item

Scoring Guide

6. Antecedent events in which problem
behavior is least likely to occur (or
appropriate behavior is more likely to occur)
are identified and specified.
List antecedents:

0 = none, OR not
antecedents
1 = identified,
lacks detail
2 = identified
AND detailed
0 = none, OR not
consequences
1 = identified,
lacks detail
2 = identified
AND detailed
0 = no identifiable
hypothesis, OR
only one
component or no
(zero)
components
linked to FBA
data
1 = identifiable
hypothesis with 2
components

7. Consequences (i.e., how others respond
immediately after problem behavior occurs)
are identified.
List consequence(s):
8. An identifiable hypothesis or summary
statement that includes three essential
components (i.e., antecedent events,
behavior, function) is present and linked to
the antecedent events and consequences
listed in the FBA.
Check each component present in the
hypothesis and the presence of its ink to the
FBA data

Score
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Antecedent events
of problem behavior
behavior
Link: Yes/No
Link: Yes/No

Description
Function of
Link: Yes/No

9. Function of behavior is one identified in
research literature, provides specificity, and
is linked to FBA data.
Positive reinforcement—To get/obtain
(attention, tangible, sensory stimulation)
Negative reinforcement—To
escape/avoid/delay (tasks, attention,, tangibles;
painful/uncomfortable stimuli)
Multiple functions (positive and negative
reinforcement)

linked to FBA
data.
2 = includes all 3
components
AND all 3
components are
linked
0 = no function
identified, OR no
hypothesis, OR
function not in
research literature
1 = function
identified in
research
literature, not
linked to FBA
data.
2 = function
identified in
research
literature, AND
linked

FUNCTIONAL BEHAVIOR ASSESSMENT SCORE

Component

II. BEHAVIOR
INTERVENTION
PLAN

Item

Scoring Guide

10. Behavior plan is developed in a timely
manner (e.g., within 30 days) upon
completion of the FBA.

0 = no dates, OR
>60 days
1 = >30 days
2 = <30 days
0 = no
hypothesis, OR
substantially
different
1 = similar (1-2
components)
2 = identical (3
components)
0 = none
identified, OR
no link with
hypothesis, OR

11. Hypothesis developed from the FBA is
included or referenced on the behavior
plan.

12. A minimum of one strategy that directly
addresses and modifies antecedent
events listed in the “when” component
of the FBA hypothesis (Item 8) is

/18

Score
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identified and described in enough
detail for implementation.
List antecedents in hypothesis
List strategy(ies):

13. A minimum of one socially valid
replacement behavior that will be taught
to the student is identified, linked to
FBA hypothesis (item 8), and described
in enough detail for implementation.
List replacement behavior(s) to be
taught:
List intervention strategies to teach
replacement behavior

14. A minimum of one strategy that will
reinforce the replacement behavior and
provide the same outcome/function as
did the problem behavior is identified,
and described in enough detail to
implement.
Function identified in hypothesis:
List reinforcement strategy(ies):

15. A minimum of one strategy that
eliminates the maintaining
consequences identified in the
hypothesis is described with sufficient
detail to implement (i.e., changes the
way others respond to problem
behavior).
Function identified in hypothesis:
List strategies:

not antecedent
strategies
1 = identified,
linked, NOT
sufficient detail
2 = identified,
linked, AND
sufficient detail
0 = none
identified,
different
function, OR
function not
identified in
research
literature.
1 = identified,
linked, NOT
sufficient detail
2 = identified,
linked, AND
sufficient detail.
0 = none
identified, no
link, OR no
replacement
behavior
identified
1 = identified,
linked, NOT
task analyzed
2 = identified,
linked, AND
task analyzed
0 = none
identified, OR
continue to
provide same
outcome
1 = identified,
linked, NOT
sufficient detail
2 = identified,
linked, AND
sufficient detail.
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Component

Item

Scoring Guide

Score

16. A need for a crisis plan is considered,
justified, and described with sufficient detail
if a need is indicated.

0 = not addressed
OR need
identified but no
plan
1 = procedures
unclear
2 = specific
procedures
identified, OR no
need indicated.
17. A specific plan for collecting monitoring data 0 = no plan, OR
on both the problem and replacement
unable to
behaviors following implementation of the
determine
behavior plan is included.
1 = partial plan,
lacks details,
When/How often
Who
AND/OR does
Method
Review date
not address both
problem and
replacement
behaviors
2 = plan fully
described AND
addresses both
problem and
replacement
behaviors.
18. A specific plan for collecting fidelity data on 0 = no plan, OR
BIP implementation is included.
unable to
determine
When/How often
Who
1 = partial plan,
Method
Review date
lacks details
2 = plan fully
described
BEHAVIOR INTERVENTION PLAN TOTAL SCORE
/18
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Feature

Score
Obtained

Score
Possible

I. Functional Behavior Assessment

18

II. Behavior Intervention Plan

18

Total Product Score

36

Percent Obtained
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Appendix F: Individualized Behavior Rating Scale Tool (IBRST)

Target
Behavior

School:

Date

Student:
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4
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KEY:
Problem Behavior #1:
: Definition
(Appropriate) Behavior #1:
Definition

5 = Terrible day
day
4 = Bad day
Good day

Time/Routine:
Time/Routine

All day

Replacement

5 = Fantastic

All day
Specific time
Specific time

4=

3 = So-so day

3 = So-so day

2 = Good day

2 = Bad day

1 = Fantastic day
day

1 = Terrible
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Appendix G: Student Social Validity Questionnaire
Directions: Please read # 1-5 and circle one of the choices that best describe how you feel.
1. I felt comfortable and safe during the interview (where I was asked
questions about my behavior and my school).
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
2. The interview asked some questions about why I get aggressive with
others kids at school.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
3. I would tell other kids about this interview so that it could help them
with their behavior at school.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
4. The interview and activities done with the staff at my school helped
me improve my behavior at school.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
5. I would tell other kids about the activities I did with the staff at my
school so that it could help them with their behavior at school.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
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Appendix H: School Staff Social Validity Questionnaire
Directions: Please read # 1-7 and circle one of the choices that best describe the extent to which
you agree with each statement.
1. I think the FABB-S was beneficial for my student.
2- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
2. I would recommend the FABB-S for other students who engage in
bullying- related aggression towards peers.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
3. The intervention improved my student’s behavior at school.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
4. The intervention was easy to learn.

3-Agree

4-Strongly Agree

1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
5. The intervention was easy to use.

3-Agree

4-Strongly Agree

1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
6. I would be willing to continue use the intervention at school.
1- Strongly disagree
2-Disagree
3-Agree
4-Strongly Agree
7. I would recommend the intervention for other students with a similar
reason for bullying related aggression towards peers.
1- Strongly disagree

2-Disagree

3-Agree

4-Strongly Agree
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Appendix I: FAI Task Analysis
A.
Define Specific, Immediate Antecedent Events That Predict When the Behaviors Are
Likely and Not Likely to Occur
1. Times of the day when the behavior is most and least likely to occur are
2 1 0
identified
2. Settings where the behavior is most and least likely to occur are identified
2 1 0
3. People with whom the behavior is most and least likely to occur are
2 1 0
identified
4. Activities/routines where the behavior is most and least likely to occur are
2 1 0
identified
5. Other situations or events (e.g., demands, noises, lights, clothing, etc.) that
2 1 0
set off behavior are identified
6. Identify one thing that could reliably evoke behavior.
2 1 0
7. Discuss how the student would respond if…
a. Asked to complete a difficult task
2 1 0
b. A desired activity was interrupted
2 1 0
c. Their routine was suddenly changed
2 1 0
d. A request was denied
2 1 0
e. Left alone/ignored for a while
2 1 0
B. Identify the Consequences or Outcomes of the Problem Behaviors That May be
Maintaining Them (Functions They Serve)
1. Consequences or outcomes the student gets for engaging in the behavior
2 1 0
are discussed
C. Consider the Overall Efficiency of the Problem Behaviors. Efficiency is the Combined
Result of (A) How Much Physical Effort is Required, (B) How Often the Behavior is
Performed Before it is Rewarded, and (C) How Long the Person Must Wait to Get the
Reward
1. The behavior is rated on a scale from 1 (low efficiency) to 5 (high
2 1 0
efficiency).
D. What Functional Alternative Behaviors Does the Person Already Know How to Do
1. Replacement behaviors that are in the student’s repertoire and may serve
2 1 0
the same function as their aggression are identified
E. What are the Primary Ways the Person Communicates With Other People
1. The student’s communication strategies are identified (e.g., vocal speech,
signs/gestures, etc.)

2 1 0

2. The way in which the student achieves a variety of communicative
functions (request attention, request help, etc.) is discussed

2 1 0
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3. Discuss the student’s receptive communication in terms of his ability to…
a. Follow spoken instructions
b. Follow gestural instructions
c. Imitate with physical models
d. Indicate “yes” and “no”

2 1 0

F. What are Things You Should Do and Things You Should Avoid in Working With and
Supporting this Person
1. Identify things that increase the likelihood that a session or interaction with
2 1 0
the student will go well.
2. Identify things to avoid that could interfere with or disrupt a session or
interaction with the student.
G.

2 1 0

What are Things the Person Likes and are Reinforcing For Him
1. Food items
2. Toys/Objects

2 1 0
2 1 0

3. Other: Activities at school, privileges, etc.

2 1 0

H.
What Do You Know About the History of the Undesirable Behaviors, the Programs
That Have Been Attempted to Decrease or Eliminate Them, and the Effects of Those
Programs
1. The length of time the behavior has been occurring, previous programs
implemented to decrease the behavior, and the effects of those programs
are discussed.
I. Develop Summary Statements for each Major Predictor and/or Consequence
1. Summary statements are developed and reviewed
Closing remarks are made. The staff member is thanked for their time

2 1 0

2 1 0
2 1 0
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Appendix J: FABB-S Task Analysis
Steps
1. Tell me about yourself.

Implemented?
0-No 1- Partially 2- Yes

2. Tell me about how you may feel or act
on days when you did not getting
enough sleep the night before.
3. Tell me about how you may feel or act
when you haven’t had enough to
eat/as much to eat as usual?
4. Tell me about some times of the day at
you school that you are more likely to
(insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs). Less likely?
5. Tell me about some places at you
school that you are more likely to
(insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs). Less likely?
6. When you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), did
you think about it earlier and plan it or
was there something that happened
that made you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
7. Tell me about how you were feeling
just before you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
8. How did you feel after you (insert type
of bullying/aggression that occurs)?
9. Tell me about your friends at school.

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

10. The last time you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), what
did your friends do and say?
11. Tell me about the other kids at your
school.
12. The last time you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), what
did they do and say?
13. When you (insert type of
bullying/aggression), how does this
impact your popularity or how you are
liked at school?

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes
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14. Tell me about the kid(s) you (insert
type of bullying that occurs).
15. Tell me more about the kid(s) that you
(insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs). What about him/her (them)
makes you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
16. The last time you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), what
did he/she (they) do or say?
17. How are things going between you
and your teachers/other adults at the
school?
18. The last time you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), what
did the teachers and/or other adults do
or say?
19. Tell me about your experiences with
getting picked on/teased/made
fun/ignored/left out of by other
children at your school.
20. What did the children that are mean to
you do or say after you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
21. The last time you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), what
did your parents/family members do
or say?

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes

0-No

1- Partially

2- Yes
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Appendix K: Staff Training Task Analysis
Step
Summarize the results of the FBA

•
•
•
•

Describe the steps involved in the behavior plan:
Target and Replacement behaviors
Antecedent strategies
Strategies to teach and reinforce appropriate behavior
Strategies for responding to target behavior
Describe and model (demonstrate or provide example)
implementation of the antecedent strategies listed in behavior
plan
Allow for rehearsal or role-play of antecedent strategies
Describe and model (demonstrate or provide example)
implementation of the strategies for reduction behavior listed in
behavior plan
Allow for rehearsal or role-play of strategies for reduction
behavior
Describe and model (demonstrate or provide example)
implementation of the strategies for replacement behaviors listed
in behavior plan
Allow for rehearsal or role-play of strategies for replacement
behaviors
Briefly describe data collection procedures (if applicable)
Briefly describe procedural fidelity checks (if applicable)
Allow time for questions and answers

Completed?
0-No 1-Partially 2-Yes
0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2

0

1

2
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Appendix L: The FABB-S
Introduction
Hi, my name is (insert name). “Your teacher/school/parent is concerned about some of the
behavior that you do at school, such as (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs). This
behavior can upset/hurt other students. You are not here because you are in trouble. But I want
to talk to you so we can try and understand your behavior from your point of view and to work
together to change your behavior and make things better for you and others at school. In this
interview, we are going to talk about what was happening before you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), and other things that may have led you to (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs), such as your friends, other kids, things related to school, and
your family. Do you have any questions?
First, I want to spend some time getting to know a little about you.”
1. Tell me about yourself.
a. What kind of things do you like (e.g., food, toys, activities)?
b. What do you like to do for fun outside of school?
c. What do you like to do for fun at school?
d. Who do you enjoy spending time with at school (e.g., friends, teachers, adults)?
Setting Events
“Now let’s talk about some things that may happen to you that, when they do happen, they make
it more likely to (insert type of bullying).
2. Tell me about how you may feel or act on days when you did not getting enough sleep
the night before.
a. Do you feel like you are more likely to (insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs) on these days?
3. Tell me about how you may feel or act when you haven’t had enough to eat/as much to
eat as usual?
a. Do you feel like you are more likely to (insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs) on these days?
Antecedents
“Now I want to talk a little bit about the last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that was
occurring). Specifically, what was happening before and after you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs).”
4. Tell me about some times of the day at you school that you are more likely to (insert type
of bullying/aggression that occurs). Less likely?
a. Is it more or less likely to happen during certain activities in your school
schedule?
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b. Are you being asked to do some work or something that you do not like/find
difficult or unpleasant?
c. Is someone telling you what to do?
5. Tell me about some places at you school that you are more likely to (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs). Less likely?
d. Are you in class or in the lunchroom/playground?
e. Who else is around? What are they doing?
6. When you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), did you think about it earlier
and plan it or was there something that happened that made you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
a. Something that happened at home?
b. Something that happened in a previous class (e.g., bad grade, got in trouble in
class)?
c. Something happened with another student?
7. Tell me about how you were feeling just before you (insert type of bullying/aggression
that occurs)?
a. Lonely, bored, sad, angry, afraid, anxious, not in control?
b. What were you thinking before you (insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs)?
8. How did you feel after you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs)?
a. Do you feel less lonely, bored, sad, angry, afraid, anxious?
b. Do you feel happy/excited/calmer/less shy/in control/powerful?
c. What were you thinking after you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs)?
Friends/Peers
“Now let’s talk about your friends and other kids at school.”
9. Tell me about your friends at school.
a. What are they like?
b. What do they do for fun?
c. Are they usually around when you (insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs)?
d. Do they ever do or say things that upset or harm other kids?
10. The last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), what did your friends
do and say?
a. Join in? Laugh? Smile? Watch? Talk to you about it? Ignore it?
b. What did you do or say when they reacted this way?
11. Tell me about the other kids at your school.
a. What are they like?
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b. Are they usually around when you (insert type of bullying/aggression that
occurs)?
12. The last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), what did they do and
say?
c. Join in? Laugh? Smile? Watch? Talk to you about it? Ignore it?
d. What did you do or say when they reacted this way?
13. When you (insert type of bullying/aggression), how does this impact your popularity or
how you are liked at school?
a. How do you think other kids see you?
b. How important is it for you to be popular?
c. What kinds of things/rewards can you get when you are more popular/have more
friends?
a. E.g., money, food, clothing, drugs/alcohol, toy, etc.
d. What kind of things do you get to do when you are more popular/have more
friends?
a. E.g., talk to/hang out with boys/girls (opposite sex), sit wherever you want
at lunch, be first in line, etc.
Victim(s)
“Now let’s talk about the kid (kids) you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs).”
14. Tell me about the kid(s) you (insert type of bullying that occurs).
a. What is he/she (are they) like?
i. E.g., older, friends with your friends, etc.
d. What does he/she (do they) look like?
e. What kinds of things does he/she (do they) do at school?
f. What do you like about him/her (them)?
g. What do you not like about him/her (them)?
h. Do you usually (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs) the same kid(kids)
or is it random/different kid(kids) every time?
15. Tell me more about the kid(kids) that you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs).
What about him/her (them) makes you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs)?
a. What was he/she (were they) doing right before you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
b. Was he/she (were they) sitting/playing alone?
c. Did he/she (they) have something that you wanted (e.g., toy, money, clothing,
seat)?
d. Was he/she (were they) talking to/playing with someone you want to talk to/play
with?
e. Did he/she (they) do or say something mean/rude/disrespectful to you?
f. Do your friends pick on them too?
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16. The last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), what did he/she (they)
do or say?
a. Fight back? Cry? Tell on you? Give you something? Walk away/leave you alone?
Nothing?
b. What do you do or say when he/she (the)y reacted this way?
c. (if target behavior involves physical aggression) Did they look like they were in
pain? If so, what did he/she (they) do that showed you he/she (they) were in pain
(e.g., bleeding, bruising, red marks, holding a part of their body)?
d. What did you do or say when you saw him/her (them) in pain?
School
“Now let’s talk about your school.”
17. How are things going between you and your teachers/other adults at the school?
a. Do you have teachers that you really like?
a. Why, what do they do?
b. Tell me about how they give you attention or support.
b. Do you have teachers that you do not like?
a. Why, what do they do?
c. Do you get enough attention and support?
d. What do you do or say when your teachers do not pay attention to you?
18. The last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), what did the teachers
and/or other adults do or say?
a. Ignore you? Pay attention to you? Yell at you? Discipline you? Tell you to stop?
Make you leave the room/area? Remove a demand? Remove you from an activity?
Send you home from school?
b. What did you do or say when this happened?
19. Tell me about your experiences with getting picked on/teased/made fun/ignored/left out
of by other children at your school.
a. Has another kid ever (insert type of bullying/aggression) you?
b. Do other kids ignored you/leave you out of things?
c. What kind of things do kids do or say to you?
d. What do you usually do or say when this happens?
e. Do you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs) to stop other kids from
doing this to you?
f. Do you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs) to get other kids to like
you?
20. What did the children that are mean to you do or say after you (insert type of
bullying/aggression that occurs)?
a. Did they leave you alone/stop picking on you? Did they join you/laugh/smile? Did
they keep picking on you? Did they ignore you?
b. Did you (insert type of bullying that occurs) to make others stop picking on
you/teasing you/ignoring you?
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Family
“Now let’s talk about your family.”
21. The last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), what did your
parents/family members do or say?
a. Yell?
b. Ground you?
c. Take away something?
d. Talk to you?
e. Support you? Reward you?
f. Do nothing?
g. What did you do or say when they reacted this way?
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Appendix M: IRB Documents and Consent Forms

1/25/2016

THIS LETTER SUPERSEDES THE LETTER DATED 1/19/2016

Lindsey Slattery
ABA-Applied Behavior Analysis
13301 Bruce B. Downs Blvd
Tampa, FL 33612
RE: Full Board Approval for Initial Review
IRB#: Pro00023937
Title: A Functional Approach to Bullying Reduction: The Development and Evaluation of the
Functional Assessment for Bullying in Schools (FAB-S) Tool.
Study Approval Period: 1/15/2016 to 1/15/2017
Dear Ms. Slattery:
On 1/15/2016, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and APPROVED the above
application and all documents contained within, including those outlined below.
No research related activities with the school can begin until a letter of support from the
school district is submitted and approved through the IRB amendment process.
Approved Item(s):
Protocol Document(s):
Study Protocol
Consent/Assent Document(s)*:
Expert Informed Consent Form, version 1, 1/15/16.pdf
PArental Consent Form (At-Risk Students), version 1, 12/16/15.pdf
Parental Consent Form (Bystanders), version 1, 12/16/15.pdf
School Staff Informed Consent Form, version 1, 1/15/16.pdf
Verbal Assent Form (At-Risk Students)
Verbal Assent Form (Bystanders)
*Please use only the official IRB stamped informed consent/assent document(s) found under the
"Attachments" tab. Please note, these consent/assent document(s) are only valid during the
approval period indicated at the top of the form(s).
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7/24/2017
Lindsey Slattery
ABA-Applied Behavior Analysis
14409 Caribbean Breeze Dr. 102
Tampa, FL 33613
RE: Full Board Approval for Initial Review
IRB#: Pro00028861
Title: Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Functional Assessment Interview for Bullying in Schools (FAB-S) at
Leading to Decreases in Bullying-Related Aggression.
Study Approval Period: 5/19/2017 to 5/19/2018
Dear Ms. Slattery:
On 5/19/2017, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and APPROVED the above application and all
documents contained within, including those outlined below.
Approved Item(s):
Protocol Document(s):
Study Protocol_Version 1_7/6/17
Consent/Assent Document(s)*:
Combined Consent/Parental Permission Form_Version 1_7/6/17.pdf
Staff Consent Form_Version 1_6/14/17.pdf
Child Assent Form_Version 1_7/6/17**
*Please use only the official IRB stamped informed consent/assent document(s) found under the "Attachments"
tab. Please note, these consent/assent documents are valid until the consent document is amended and
approved. **verbal assent forms are unstamped
Research Involving Children as Subjects: 45 CFR §46.404
This research involving children as participants was approved under 45 CFR 46.404: Research not involving
greater than minimal risk to children is presented.
Requirements for Assent and/or Permission by Parents or Guardians: 45 CFR 46.408
Permission of one parent is sufficient.
Assent is required of all children.
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Study ID:CR1_Pro00023937 Date Approved: 1/15/2017

Informed Consent to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk
Pro # _23937___________________
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who choose
to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this information carefully
and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff to discuss this consent form
with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information you do not clearly understand. The
nature of the study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and other important information about the
study are listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called:
The Development and Evaluations of the Functional Assessment Interview for Bullying in
Schools (FAB-S) Tool
The person who is in charge of this research study is Lindsey Slattery. This person is called the
Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of the
person in charge. Lindsey Slattery is being guided in this research by Dr. Rose Iovannone.
The research will be conducted at participating elementary schools (i.e., school staff participants) or at
a place of your convenience (i.e., content expert participants).

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study is to develop a functional assessment tool for bullying within schools that
will lead to individualized intervention plans designed to reduce the occurrence of bullying. This
study aims to develop a functional assessment interview, specifically the functional assessment of
bullying in schools (FAB-S) tool. Expert review and focus groups will be utilized. It is expected that
following this study the FAB-S will be developed with items that have content and face validity.

Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you to take part in this research study because you are a content expert that has at least
three years of experience working in the area of functional assessment and/or bullying
assessment/intervention and have at least three peer-reviewed publications in the area of functional
assessment and/or bullying assessment/intervention.

Social Behavioral

Version # 2

Version Date: 9/11/16
Page 1 of 4
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Study Procedures:
If you take part in this you will be asked to:
•

•
•
•

Complete a review of the FAB-S’ items on their relevance, clarity, and
comprehensiveness/representativeness;
o Participants will be asked to individually rate items on a 4-pt scale;
o Participants will be asked to provide written suggestions for revision on any items
they rated as needing some revision;
o Participants will be asked to provide written suggestions for any content that was
missing or overlooked in the initial list;
o Participants will be asked to re-review and respond to any items that underwent
revision following the previous round of expert review
Expert review will occur at least one time and is expected to take approximately 2 hours;
Expert reviewers will be given up to 2 weeks to complete their review;
Expert review will occur electronically and will take place at a location of reviewer’s
convenience

Total Number of Participants
About 54 individuals will take part in this study: 10 content experts, 20 school staff, and 24 students.

Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You do not have to participate in this research study.
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is any
pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time.
There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this
study.

Benefits
We are unsure if you will receive any benefits by taking part in this research study.

Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this study are
the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those who take part in this
study.

Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this study.

Costs
There will be no costs to you as a result of being in this study.
Social Behavioral

Version # 2

Version Date: 9/11/16
Page 2 of 4
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Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your study
records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them confidential. These individuals include:
•

The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator, and all other
research staff.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.

•

Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research.

•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your name. We will not
publish anything that would let people know who you are.

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, or experience an unanticipated
problem, call Lindsey Slattery at [813-503-1443].
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or have complaints, concerns or
issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638.
.

Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am agreeing
to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
_____________________________________________
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

____________
Date

_____________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from their
participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain this
research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research subject
has provided legally effective informed consent.
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_______________________________________________________________
Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent

_______________
Date

_______________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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Parental Permission for Children to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk
Information for parents to consider before allowing your child to take part in this research study
Pro # _23937______________
The following information is being presented to help you and your child decide whether or not he/she
wishes to be a part of a research study. Please read this information carefully. If you have any questions
or if you do not understand the information, we encourage you to ask the researcher.
We are asking you to allow your child to take part in a research study called:
The Development and Evaluation of the Functional Assessment Interview for Bullying in Schools
(FAB-S) Tool
The person who is in charge of this research study is Lindsey Slattery. This person is called the Principal
Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of the person in
charge. Lindsey Slattery is being guided in this research by Dr. Rose Iovannone.
The research will be conducted at your child’s elementary school, at the Department of Child and
Family Studies at the University of South Florida, or at a setting that is conveniently located for all
participants.

Purpose of study:
The purpose of this study is to develop a functional assessment tool for bullying within schools that will
lead to individualized intervention plans designed to reduce the occurrence of bullying. This study aims
to develop a functional assessment interview, specifically the functional assessment of bullying in
schools (FAB-S) tool. Expert review and focus groups will be utilized. It is expected that following this
study the FAB-S will be developed with items that have content and face validity.

Why is your child being asked to take part?
We are asking your child to take part in this research study because he/she is a student in the 4th or 5th
grade, is currently receiving reading instruction from the general education curriculum at or near their
current grade level, and you have identified/reported that he/she has witnessed bullying at school.
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Study Procedures:
If your child takes part in this study, he/she will be asked to:
•

•
•

•

Participate in one 90-min focus group with five other students.
o A simulated scenario will be presented/read by the PI and your child and other students
will be ask to respond to a variety of questions related to the scenario (e.g., “What
occurred prior to Johnny hitting Max that may have set Johnny off and made him attack
Max?”, What did Johnny get from making fun of Max?, Did he get special attention from
his teachers after he called Max a bad name?).
The focus group will last 90 min.
The focus group will be held at your child’s elementary school outside of normal school hours
(e.g., after school, weekends) if your child was recruited from their school. The focus group will
be held at the Department of Child and Family Studies at the University of South Florida (USF)
or at a setting that is conveniently located for all participants if your child was recruited from
flyers posted around the USF campus or on social media. The PI will disseminate a Doodle Poll
(i.e., electronic poll) in order to ask parents to identify days/times that their child is available to
come to school for the 90-min focus group. Specifically, days/times the parents are available to
drop off and pick up their students. The PI will choose a day/time that works for all families and
will contact each family in order to inform them of the selected day/time. The PI will also
contact participating families one day prior to the focus group in order to provide a reminder.
Focus groups will be audio recorded. Audio recording will be kept confidential and will only be
accessed by the PI and other study staff in order to ensure all relevant information was captured.
Audio recordings will be downloaded onto the PI’s personal password-protected computer and
will be deleted 5 years aver the Final Report is submitted to the IRB.

Total Number of Participants
Up to 54 individuals will take part in this study: 10 content experts, 20 school staff, and 24 students.

Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
If you decide not to let your child take part in this study, that is okay. Instead of being in this research
study your child can choose not to participate. You should only let your child take part in this study if
both of you want to. You or child should not feel that there is any pressure to take part in the study to
please the study investigator or the research staff.
If you decide not to let your child take part:
Your child will not be in trouble or lose any rights he/she would normally have.
You can decide after signing this informed consent form that you no longer want your child to take part
in this study. We will keep you informed of any new developments which might affect your willingness
to allow your child to continue to participate in the study. However, you can decide you want your child
to stop taking part in the study for any reason at any time. If you decide you want your child to stop
taking part in the study, tell the study staff as soon as you can.

Benefits
We do not know if your child will gain any benefits by taking part in this study.
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Risks or Discomfort
The following risks may occur:
•

Your child may experience some mild discomfort as a result of talking about a sensitive topic
(i.e., bullying).

Compensation
Your child will receive $25 in the form of a gift card for taking part in this study. If your child
withdraws for any reason from the study before attending the focus group he/she will be paid $0.

Costs
There will be no costs to you as a result of your child being in this study.

Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your child’s study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your
child’s study records. Anyone who looks at your child’s records must keep them confidential. These
individuals include:
•

The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator, and all other
research staff.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.

•

Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research.

•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your child’s name. We
will not publish anything that would let people know who your child is.

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints.
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Lindsey Slattery at 813-5031443.
If you have questions about your child’s rights, or have complaints, concerns or issues you want to
discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638.

Social Behavioral

Version # 6

Version Date: 10/10/16
Page 3 of 4

138

Study ID:CR1_Pro00023937 Date Approved: 1/15/2017

Consent for My Child to Participate in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to let my child take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I
am agreeing to let my child take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
________________________________________________
Signature of Parent of the Child Taking Part in Study
_____________________________________
Printed Name of Parent of the Child Taking Part in Study

__________________
Date

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from their
child’s participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain
this research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research subject
has provided legally effective informed consent.
___________________________________________
Signature of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

____________
Date

___________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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Parental Permission for Children to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk
Information for parents to consider before allowing your child to take part in this research study
Pro # _23937______________
The following information is being presented to help you and your child decide whether or not he/she
wishes to be a part of a research study. Please read this information carefully. If you have any questions
or if you do not understand the information, we encourage you to ask the researcher.
We are asking you to allow your child to take part in a research study called:
The Development and Evaluation of the Functional Assessment Interview for Bullying in Schools
(FAB-S) Tool
The person who is in charge of this research study is Lindsey Slattery. This person is called the Principal
Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of the person in
charge. Lindsey Slattery is being guided in this research by Dr. Rose Iovannone.
The research will be conducted at your child’s elementary school, at the Department of Child and
Family Studies at the University of South Florida, or at a setting that is conveniently located for all
participants.

Purpose of study:
The purpose of this study is to develop a functional assessment tool for bullying within schools that will
lead to individualized intervention plans designed to reduce the occurrence of bullying. This study aims
to develop a functional assessment interview, specifically the functional assessment of bullying in
schools (FAB-S) tool. Expert review and focus groups will be utilized. It is expected that following this
study the FAB-S will be developed with items that have content and face validity.

Why is your child being asked to take part?
We are asking your child to take part in this research study because he/she is a student in the 4th or 5th
grade, is currently receiving reading instruction from the general education curriculum at or near their
current grade level, and you have identified/reported that he/she exhibits at least three risk factors for
bullying. You identified this by completing the Risk Factor Assessment.

Social Behavioral

Version # 6

Version Date: 10/10/16
Page 1 of 4

140

Study ID:CR1_Pro00023937 Date Approved: 1/15/2017

Study Procedures:
If your child takes part in this study, he/she will be asked to:
•

•
•

•

Participate in one 90-min focus group with five other students.
o A simulated scenario will be presented by the PI and your child and other students will be
ask to respond to a variety of questions related to the scenario (e.g., “What occurred prior
to Johnny hitting Max that may have set Johnny off and made him attack Max?”, What
did Johnny get from making fun of Max?, Did he get special attention from his teachers
after he called Max a bad name?).
The focus group will last 90 min.
The focus group will be held at your child’s elementary school outside of normal school hours
(e.g., after school, weekends) if your child was recruited from their school. The focus group will
be held at the Department of Child and Family Studies at the University of South Florida (USF)
or at a setting that is conveniently located for all participants if your child was recruited from
flyers posted around the USF campus or on social media. The PI will disseminate a Doodle Poll
(i.e., electronic poll) in order to ask parents to identify days/times that their child is available to
come to school for the 90-min focus group. Specifically, days/times the parents are available to
drop off and pick up their students. The PI will choose a day/time that works for all families and
will contact each family in order to inform them of the selected day/time. The PI will also
contact participating families one day prior to the focus group in order to provide a reminder.
Focus groups will be audio recorded. Audio recording will be kept confidential and will only be
accessed by the PI and other study staff in order to ensure all relevant information was captured.
Audio recordings will be downloaded onto the PI’s personal password-protected computer and
will be deleted 5 years aver the Final Report is submitted to the IRB.

Total Number of Participants
Up to 54 individuals will take part in this study: 10 content experts, 20 school staff, and 24 students.

Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
If you decide not to let your child take part in this study, that is okay. Instead of being in this research
study your child can choose not to participate. You should only let your child take part in this study if
both of you want to. You or child should not feel that there is any pressure to take part in the study to
please the study investigator or the research staff.
If you decide not to let your child take part:
Your child will not be in trouble or lose any rights he/she would normally have.
You can decide after signing this informed consent form that you no longer want your child to take part
in this study. We will keep you informed of any new developments which might affect your willingness
to allow your child to continue to participate in the study. However, you can decide you want your child
to stop taking part in the study for any reason at any time. If you decide you want your child to stop
taking part in the study, tell the study staff as soon as you can.

Benefits
We do not know if your child will gain any benefits by taking part in this study.
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Risks or Discomfort
The following risks may occur:
•

Your child may experience some mild discomfort as a result of talking about a sensitive topic
(i.e., bullying).

Compensation
Your child will receive $25 in the form of a gift card for taking part in this study. If your child
withdraws for any reason from the study before attending the focus group he/she will be paid $0.

Costs
There will be no costs to you as a result of your child being in this study.

Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your child’s study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your
child’s study records. Anyone who looks at your child’s records must keep them confidential. These
individuals include:
•

The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator, and all other
research staff.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.

•

Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research.

•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your child’s name. We
will not publish anything that would let people know who your child is.

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints.
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Lindsey Slattery at 813-5031443.
If you have questions about your child’s rights, or have complaints, concerns or issues you want to
discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638.
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Consent for My Child to Participate in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to let my child take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I
am agreeing to let my child take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
________________________________________________
Signature of Parent of the Child Taking Part in Study
_____________________________________
Printed Name of Parent of the Child Taking Part in Study

__________________
Date

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from their
child’s participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain
this research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research subject
has provided legally effective informed consent.
___________________________________________
Signature of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

____________
Date

___________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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Informed Consent to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk
Pro # _23937___________________
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who choose
to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this information carefully
and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff to discuss this consent form
with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information you do not clearly understand. The
nature of the study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and other important information about the
study are listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called:
The Development and Evaluations of the Functional Assessment Interview for Bullying in
Schools (FAB-S) Tool
The person who is in charge of this research study is Lindsey Slattery. This person is called the
Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of the
person in charge. Lindsey Slattery is being guided in this research by Dr. Rose Iovannone.
The research will be conducted at your elementary school.

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study is to develop a functional assessment tool for bullying within schools that
will lead to individualized intervention plans designed to reduce the occurrence of bullying. This
study aims to develop a functional assessment interview, specifically the functional assessment of
bullying in schools (FAB-S) tool. Expert review and focus groups will be utilized. It is expected that
following this study the FAB-S will be developed with items that have content and face validity.

Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you to take part in this research study because you are a school staff member that has at
least one full year of experience in an elementary school and have prior experience working with a
student involved in bullying either as a perpetrator, victim, or bystander.

Social Behavioral

Version # 3

Version Date: 9/11/16
Page 1 of 4

144

Study ID:CR1_Pro00023937 Date Approved: 1/15/2017

Study Procedures:
If you take part in this study you will be asked to:
•

•
•
•

Participate in one 90-min focus groups which will involve discussing the functions/motivations
of bullying in schools;
o A simulated scenario involving a bullying situation between two or more students will
be presented and participants will be asked to respond to a variety of questions related
to that scenario;
o Participants will be asked to discuss the clarity of the FAB-S’ items (i.e., could students
in the 4th and 5th grade understand the question as it is written)
Focus groups will occur one time and will last 90 min.;
Focus groups will occur at participating schools;
Focus groups will be audio recorded. Audio recording will be kept confidential and will only be
accessed by the PI and other study staff. Audio recordings will be downloaded onto the PI’s
personal password-protected computer and will be deleted 5 years aver the Final Report is
submitted to the IRB.

Total Number of Participants
About 54 individuals will take part in this study: 10 content experts, 20 school staff, and 24 students.

Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You do not have to participate in this research study.
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is any
pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time.
There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this
study.

Benefits
We are unsure if you will receive any benefits by taking part in this research study.

Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this study are
the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those who take part in this
study.

Compensation
You will receive $25 in the form of a gift card for taking part in this study. If you withdraw fro any
reason from the study before attending the focus group you will be paid $0.

Costs
There will be no costs to you as a result of being in this study.
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Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your study
records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them confidential. These individuals include:
•

The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator, and all other
research staff.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.

•

Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research.

•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your name. We will not
publish anything that would let people know who you are.

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, or experience an unanticipated
problem, call Lindsey Slattery at [813-503-1443].
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or have complaints, concerns or
issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638.
.

Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am agreeing
to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
_____________________________________________
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

____________
Date

_____________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from their
participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain this
research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research subject
has provided legally effective informed consent.
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_______________________________________________________________
Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent

_______________
Date

_______________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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Informed Consent to Participate in Research Involving Minimal Risk
Pro # __00028861__________________
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people who choose
to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read this information carefully
and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher or study staff to discuss this consent form
with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or information you do not clearly understand. The
nature of the study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and other important information about the
study are listed below.
We are asking you to take part in a research study called:
Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Functional Assessment for Bullying in Schools (FAB-S) at Leading
to Decreases in Bullying-Related Aggression.
The person who is in charge of this research study is Lindsey Slattery. This person is called the
Principal Investigator (PI). However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of the
person in charge. She is being guided in this research by her academic advisor, Dr. Rose Iovannone.
The research will be conducted at your school.

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study is

• Identify specific reasons why bullying-related aggression occurs at school using the FAB-S.
o Physical aggression will be defined as hitting, biting, kicking, choking, stealing,

throwing objects, and/or restricting freedom of movement that is directed at another
student.
o Verbal aggression will be defined as verbal or gestural negative communication
including teasing, taunting, threatening, negative body language, or negative gestures
that is directed at another student.
o Definitions will be individualized to your student in order to address all relevant forms
of physical and/or verbal aggression that occur.
• To use information gathered via the FAB-S to develop comprehensive supports to address the
reasons why students are engaging in bullying-related aggression and decrease the number of
incidents involving bullying-related aggression at school.
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Why are you being asked to take part?
We are asking you to take part in this research study because you work within an elementary or middle
school, interact with students in the 4th-8th grade on a daily basis, and interact with a student who is
participating in this study.

Study Procedures:
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to:
•
•

•
•

•

•
•

Collaborate and receive support and expertise from the PI, a Board Certified Behavior Analyst
(BCBA), throughout the study. The study is anticipated to last approximately 1-3 months
(Depending on the level of complexity of the student’s behavior).
Participate in and complete a functional assessment interview, using the Functional Assessment
Interview (FAI), regarding your student’s bullying-related aggressive behavior. This interview
should take approximately 60-90 min. and will take place in a quiet room within your school at
a time of your convenience.
o The assessment may be audio-taped with your permission. Only the researchers will
have access to the tapes. The tapes will be kept in locked storage for 5 years and will
then be destroyed. No audio taping will be conducted without your consent.
o Do you agree to have these interviews tape recorded?
Yes
No
Collaborate with the PI around the development of a comprehensive intervention plan that will
be based on your student’s specific needs and reasons for their aggressive behavior that have
been identified during their interview.
Participate in a training held by the PI covering your student’s intervention plan.
o This training will involve the steps of behavior skills training: instruction, modeling,
rehearsal, feedback, and in-person observation.
o This training should take approximately 60-120 min. (depending on the complexity of the
plan_ and will occur in a private rom at your school at a time of your convenience.
Implement this intervention plan (under the supervision of the PI and other study staff). This
could could take between 1-3 months or 6-18 hours over the course of a semester (depending
on the need of the student). This intervention plan will include strategies that have been shown
to be lead to reductions in aggression. The interventions/strategies will all be positive. Some
examples include:
o re-arranging the physical environment to promote appropriate behavior
o freely delivering attention throughout the day when the child is being appropriate
o skill building exercises (e.g., teaching coping/calm-down skills, teaching tolerance to nonpreferred items, activities, people, etc.)
Complete daily ratings on your student’s aggressive behavior. These rating should take
approximately 5 min to complete each day.
Total anticipated duration of the study is approximately 6-18 hours over the course of a
semester.

Total Number of Participants
About 20 individuals will take part in this study: 5-10 school staff, 5 students, and 5 parents.
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Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that there is any
pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research or withdraw at any time.
There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to receive if you stop taking part in this
study. Your decision to participate will not affect your job status, employment record, employee
evaluations, or advancement opportunities.

Benefits
The potential benefits of participating in this research study include:
•
•
•

Receive experience developing function-based interventions.
Receive professional support and expertise of behavior analysts for your students who are
participating in this study.
Contribute to the evaluation of a functional assessment tool aimed at reducing bullying in
schools.

Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with this study are
the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks to those who take part in this
study.

Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this study.

Costs
It will not cost you anything to take part in the study.

Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to see your study
records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them confidential. These individuals include:
•

The research team, including the Principal Investigator and all other research staff.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.

•

Any agency of the federal, state, or local government that regulates this research.

•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your name. We will not
publish anything that would let people know who you are.
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You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, or experience an unanticipated
problem, call Lindsey Slattery at (813) 503-1443.
If you have questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or have complaints, concerns or
issues you want to discuss with someone outside the research, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638 or
contact by email at RSCH-IRB@usf.edu.

Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part in this study. I understand that by signing this form I am agreeing
to take part in research. I have received a copy of this form to take with me.
_____________________________________________
Signature of Person Taking Part in Study

____________
Date

_____________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Taking Part in Study

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from their
participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain this
research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research subject
has provided legally effective informed consent.
_______________________________________________________________
Signature of Person obtaining Informed Consent

_______________
Date

_______________________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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Consent to Participate in Research & Parental Permission for my Child to
Participate in Research
Pro # 28861
The following information is being presented to help you and your child decide whether or not you
would like to be a part of a research study. Please read this information carefully. If you have any
questions or if you do not understand the information, we encourage you to ask the researcher.
We are asking you to take part, and to allow your child to take part, in a research study called:
Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Functional Assessment for Bullying in Schools (FAB-S) at
Leading to Decreases in Bullying-Related Aggression.
The person who is in charge of this research study is Lindsey Slattery. This person is called the Principal
Investigator (PI). However, other research staff may be involved and can act on behalf of the person in
charge. Lindsey Slattery is being guided in this research by her academic advisor, Dr. Rose Iovannone.
The research will be conducted at your child’s school.

Purpose of the study:
The purpose of this study is to:

• Identify reasons why individual students engage in bullying-related aggression and identify
specific reasons for that aggressive behavior using the FAB-S interview tool.
o Physical aggression will be defined as hitting, biting, kicking, choking, stealing, throwing
objects, and/or restricting freedom of movement that is directed at another student.
o Verbal aggression will be defined as verbal or gestural negative communication including
teasing, taunting, threatening, negative body language, or negative gestures that is
directed at another student.
o Definitions will be individualized to your child in order to address all relevant forms of
physical and/or verbal aggression that occur.
• Use information gathered via the FAB-S, which is an interview tool intended to be used to ask
students with a history of bullying-related aggression questions aimed at figuring out the factors
that influence their aggression.
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• Develop a comprehensive intervention plan to address the reasons why students are engaging in
bullying-related aggression and to decrease the number of incidents involving bullying-related
aggression.

Why are you & your child being asked to take part?
We are asking you and your child to take part in this research study because your child
Is a student in the 4th-8th grade,
Is currently receiving reading instruction at or near their current grade level,
Has a documented history of engaging in physical and/or verbal aggression with peers,
Has a history of regularly attending school,
Exhibits at least three risk factors for bullying. You will identify this by completing the Risk
Factor Assessment.
o Has been identified as someone who could benefit from comprehensive supports and treatment
options at school, which have been developed using an individualized approach for your child
that may address the reason(s) why he or she has engaged in aggression with his/her peers.
o Has a teacher/staff member who has consented to participate. If absolutely no staff agree to
participate for your child, he/she will be dropped from the study.
o
o
o
o
o

Should your child take part in this study?
This informed consent form tells you about this research study. You can decide if you want your child
to take part in it. This form explains:
• Why this study is being done.
• What will happen during this study and what your child will need to do.
• Whether there is any chance your child might experience potential benefits from being in the
study.
• The risks of having problems because your child is in this study.
Before you decide:
• Read this form.
• Have a friend or family member read it.
• Talk about this study with the person in charge of the study or the person explaining the study.
You can have someone with you when you talk about the study.
• Talk it over with someone you trust.
• Find out what the study is about.
• You may have questions this form does not answer. You do not have to guess at things you
don’t understand. If you have questions, ask the person in charge of the study or study staff as
you go along. Ask them to explain things in a way you can understand.
• Take your time to think about it. The decision to provide permission to allow your child to
participate in the research study is up to you. If you choose to let your child be in the study, then
you should sign this form. If you do not want your child to take part in this study, you should not
sign the form.

Study Procedures:
If your child takes part in this study, he/she will be asked to:
Social Behavioral
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•

Participate in an interview in a quiet room within their school during non-academic time (e.g., lunch,
recess, etc.), lasting approximately 60-90 min, with the PI where he/she will discuss their behavior
and how things are like for them at school. A copy of the interview questions can be provided to you
for review upon your request. This interview can be broken down into two 30-45 min sessions if
needed.
o The interview may be audio-taped with your permission and your child’s permission.
Only the researchers will have access to the recording. The recording will be kept on the
PI’s password protected computer for 5 years and will then be destroyed. No audio
recording will be conducted without your consent.
o Do you agree to have the interview tape recorded?
Yes
No

•

Allow the researchers to conduct direct observations of him/her at their school during routines such
as lunch, recess, or math period approximately 3-4 times a week for 20-30 min at a time.
Receive, or participate in, intervention/treatment support services.
Complete a brief questionnaire at the end of this study in which he/she will be asked questions such
as how much they felt the intervention helped them.

•
•

If you agree to have your child take part in this study (after you sign this consent form), you will be
asked to:
•
•

•
•

•

Complete a brief demographic questionnaire on behalf of your child.
Agree to allow your child’s school to complete a demographic form that provides the PI with
o (1) the number of office discipline referrals your child has had in the last 30 days relating to
aggression with peers
o (2) the average number of days absent per week for the last academic year.
o (3) the diagnosis(diagnoses) that are listed on (qualified the student for) their IEP
o (4) if the student qualified for the McKay scholarship
o Note: the PI or research team will not have access to your child’s school records, only the
descriptive information provided by the school on this form. If school records indicate your
child does not have a history of verbal or physical aggression against peers, and a regular
history of attending school, he/she will be dropped from the study. If your child is found to be
ineligible according to school records, you will be provided with information for some
additional resources available in your community.
Agree to allow your child to be observed 3-4 times each week for approximately 20-30 minutes per
day/observation.
Agree to allow your child to be asked 21 questions relating to their aggression towards peers (the PI
can share these questions with you if requested).
o Example questions:
The last time you (insert type of bullying/aggression that occurs), what did your
friends do and say?
How are things going between you and your teachers/other adults at the school?
Agree to allow the researchers to train your child’s teacher or another staff member to implement a
behavior intervention plan for your child. This intervention plan will include strategies that have
been shown to be lead to reductions in aggression. The interventions/strategies will all be positive.
Some examples include:
o re-arranging the physical environment to promote appropriate behavior
o freely delivering attention throughout the day when the child is being appropriate
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•
•
•

•

o skill building exercises (e.g., teaching coping/calm-down skills, teaching tolerance to nonpreferred items, activities, people, etc.)
The specific intervention plan components will be selected based on the individualized information
obtained through the interview process.
You will be informed (via email or phone) of all strategies/interventions designed before they are
used with your child and given the opportunity to provide the researchers with your
approval/disapproval.
Intervention strategies will be used by school staff (under the supervision of the PI) during school
hours. These strategies may occur at specific times of the day or may be embedded throughout the
school day. You will also be informed of these details at the time the intervention components are
described to you.
This study is expected to take 1-3 months all together.

Total Number of Participants
Up to 20 individuals will take part in this study: 5 students (who meet the inclusion criteria described
above), 5 parents, and 5-10 school staff.

Alternatives / Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
If you decide not to let your child take part in this study and you do not participate, that is okay. Instead
of being in this research study you and your child can choose not to participate. You will still get the
same school-based services you normally would have.
You and your child should only take part in this study if both of you want to. You or your child should
not feel that there is any pressure to take part in the study to please the PI, the research staff, or your
child’s school.
You can decide after signing this informed consent form that you no longer want your child or yourself
to take part in this study. We will keep you informed of any new developments which might affect your
willingness to participate or allow your child to continue to participate in the study. This includes details
relating to the types of strategies selected for your child, as well as when these strategies will be used
within the school day. However, you and your child can decide to stop taking part in the study for any
reason at any time. If you and/or your child decide to stop taking part in the study, tell the study staff as
soon as you can.

Benefits
We are unsure if your child will receive any direct benefits from participating in this study, however, we
anticipate that your child may benefit from interventions provided through this study which may more
directly address the reasons why your child has engaged in aggression towards his/her peers.

Risks or Discomfort
The following risks may occur:
•

Your child may experience some mild discomfort or embarrassment as a result of talking about a
sensitive topic (i.e., bullying) and as a result of being observed in his/her school. If your child
experiences any discomfort, you and/or your child will be given an opportunity to withdraw your
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consent and as appropriate you and/or your child will be referred to a professional within your
child’s school or from USF to whom they can speak about their discomfort.

Compensation
There is no compensation for taking part in this study.

Costs
There will be no costs to you as a result of your child being in this study.

Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep you and your child’s study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to
see your study records. Anyone who looks at your records must keep them confidential. These
individuals include:
•

The research team, including the PI and all other research staff.

•

Certain government and university people who need to know more about the study, and
individuals who provide oversight to ensure that we are doing the study in the right way.

•

The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and related staff who have oversight
responsibilities for this study, including staff in USF Research Integrity and Compliance.

We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include you or your child’s name.
We will not publish anything that would let people know who you are.
If your child discloses any information relating to someone harming them and/or them harming
themselves or someone else this information will immediately be shared with you, your student’s
principal (if this harm occurred on school property or involved other students/staff from the school), and
any other appropriate parties as deemed necessary (e.g., police, abuse hotline, etc.).

You can get the answers to your questions, concerns, or complaints.
If you have any questions, concerns or complaints about this study, call Lindsey Slattery at (813) 5031443.
If you have questions about you or your child’s rights, complaints, or issues as a person taking part in
this study, call the USF IRB at (813) 974-5638 or contact by email at RSCH-IRB@usf.edu.
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Consent to Participate and Parental Permission for My Child to Participate in this
Research Study
I freely give my consent to take part and to let my child take part in this study. I understand that by
signing this form I am agreeing to take part in and to let my child take part in research. I have received a
copy of this form to take with me.
________________________________________________
Signature of Person and Parent of Child Taking Part in Study

__________________
Date

________________________________________________
Printed Name of Person and Parent of Child Taking Part in Study

Statement of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
I have carefully explained to the person taking part in the study what he or she can expect from their
participation. I confirm that this research subject speaks the language that was used to explain this
research and is receiving an informed consent form in their primary language. This research subject has
provided legally effective informed consent.
___________________________________________
Signature of Person Obtaining Informed Consent

____________
Date

___________________________________________
Printed Name of Person Obtaining Informed Consent
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